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Blair promotes 
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February 15: numbers will matter, but politics decide 


L ast weekend’s Stop the War 
Coalition conference gave Tony 
Blair notice that he will not have 
an easy ride in his role as cheer¬ 
leader for the threatened US-led assault 
on Iraq. Around 800 delegates, individual 
STWC members and observers packed 
into London’s Camden Centre on Janu¬ 
ary 11. Overwhelmingly they were left- 
wing, the Socialist Workers Party 
accounting for the largest contingent, but 
also present were a substantial number 
of CND-type pacifists and Labour mem¬ 
bers, as well as Christian and muslim rep¬ 
resentatives. 

It was a timely conference, for the ‘toxic 
substance’ that really poses a serious 
threat to British society is ... officially 
sponsored panic-mongering. As part of 
its build-up to war, the government is on 
the look-out for any event that can be 
used to corral a still deeply sceptical pub¬ 
lic into support for the conflict. 

The stabbing of special branch officer 
Stephen Oak in a raid in Manchester’s 
Crumpsall area on January 14 is a perfect 
example. Both the political affiliation of 
those arrested and what they were plan¬ 
ning (or not planning) to do is more or 
less irrelevant, as far as the establishment 
is concerned. Detective constable Oak 
is mourned as Britain’s first home front 
casualty of the so-called ‘war against 
terrorism’ that began on September 11. 
So DC Oak becomes a victim of bin 
Laden, not of a botched police raid which 
actually uncovered no physical evidence 
of terrorist links or the manufacture of 
ricin, anthrax, cyanide gas, al-Qa’eda 
handbooks or even a pair of spiked Nikes. 

Blair has already tried to link war 
against Iraq with the ‘war against terror¬ 
ism’ on the basis that it is inevitable that 
sooner or later some ‘rogue state’ will 
supply a terrorist group with weapons 
of mass destruction. In an echo of his 
master, assistant police commissioner 
David Veness offered the opinion after 
the Manchester incident that “An attack 
in Britain is inevitable. It is not a ques¬ 
tion of if, but when.” 

The message is clear ... panic, panic, 
panic. And there can be no doubt that 
the propaganda offensive has only just 
begun. 

However, we not only need to build an 
anti-war movement that exposes the gov¬ 
ernment’s lies and fights every encroach¬ 
ment of civil liberties associated with the 
‘war against terrorism’. The anti-war 
movement must be broad but it must also 


be politically strong - otherwise it will 
shatter or collapse when things get re¬ 
ally tough. That is why democracy, full 
debate and inclusivity are vital. 

Sadly the STWC has many shortcom¬ 
ings here. The SWP in particular is prone 
to sideline or suppress serious debate 
and has ensured that dissenting ele¬ 
ments such as the CPGB and the Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty are kept as far away 
from leading committees as possible. 
This is not only an organisational weak¬ 
ness. It is a political weakness which, 
unless rectified, will wreak serious con¬ 
sequences. Certainly the STWC should 
not be viewed as any one faction’s pri¬ 
vate property. What is at stake allows for 
no such childish nonsense. 


Communists and revolutionary social¬ 
ists in the anti-war movement certainly 
bear a particular responsibility. It is up to 
us to supply the essential ingredient of 
emancipatory working class politics that 
alone can defeat the warmongers - on a 
permanent basis. The fight against war 
and the fight for socialism are in fact in¬ 
separable. 

And the more that movement be¬ 
comes real, the more we can send islamic 
fundamentalism packing. Political islam 
is attractive for millions of desperate and 
alienated people around the world be¬ 
cause at present there is no viable so¬ 
cialist alternative. Halting the US drive 
to war against Iraq through an anti-war 
movement that marches under the ban¬ 


ner of international socialism will choke 
off an important source of the rationale 
for the islamists’ existence - that the 
peoples of western Europe and the US 
are corrupt oppressors, indistinguish¬ 
able in terms of outlook and politics from 
their mlers. 

There can be no doubting the anger 
and growing momentum in Britain and 
across the world against the war drive. 
February 15 will see millions of people 
simultaneously marching on the streets 
of New York, Oslo, Berlin, Bangkok, Ram- 
allah, Rome, Cairo, Copenhagen, Manila, 
Amsterdam, Paris, Stockholm, Glasgow, 
Athens, Antwerp, Skopje, Barcelona, 
Helsinki and Belfast. In London up to 
500,000 people are expected - this coun¬ 


try’s largest ever anti-war protest. 

This growing pressure from below 
finds expression in splits, divisions, 
doubts and vacillations above. Some 
oppose the war because it will act as re¬ 
cruiting sergeant for the ranks of islam- 
ist terrorist organisations. Others insist 
upon following a strictly UN path, while 
Blair and other warmongers are prepared 
if need be to risk going it alone along 
with the US. However, our task is to 
support neither the pacifist nor the scep¬ 
tical wing of the bourgeois political es¬ 
tablishment. 

We must pursue an independent work¬ 
ing class agenda which links the fight 
against war to the fight for socialism • 

Tina Becker and Mark Fischer 
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LETTERS 


E Letters may have been 

shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


War on islam? 

In arguing that the CPGB should develop 
a position of special opposition to islam 
as one of many religions, Harry Simmons 
places himself in some very unfortunate 
political alignments (Letters, January 9). 

Expressing his shock that we “grovel 
around with this most reactionary, vi¬ 
cious religion” and advising us that 
“sometimes it really is the case that some¬ 
thing looking, smelling and sounding 
like fascism really is fascism”, Harry 
points us towards a programmatic posi¬ 
tion that coincides with that of British 
fascism: cf the attempt by Nick Griffin of 
the British National Party to forge an 
“Anti-Muslim Alliance”. 

Harry’s letter started off promisingly 
enough, with his quotation of Karl 
Marx’s famous observation that “religion 
is the opium of the people”, but he makes 
no further reference to this observation 
and his argument degenerates, with 
each succeeding paragraph, from the 
level of the insights of Marx to those of 
the bar-stool bigot. I would urge comrade 
Simmons to read the excellent series on 
‘Marx and religion’ by the CPGB’s 
Michael Malkin (Weekly Worker Decem¬ 
ber 14 2000, and February 1, March 1 and 
March 29 2001). 

Karl Marx was a militant atheist who 
opposed all religious superstition. He did 
so because he despised doctrines which 
required the submission, abasement and 
denigration of humankind. The idea of 
the existence of gods came from the 
minds of human beings. The concept 
that men and women should then wor¬ 
ship, bow down before and submit to 
their own mental objects, that we should 
pronounce what we had created to have 
created us, was to Marx an absurdity. But 
at the same time, Marx recognised that 
religious belief was an alienated expres¬ 
sion of human hatred of oppression. The 
quotation Harry uses was actually pre¬ 
ceded by Marx’s observation that, “Re¬ 
ligion is the sigh of the oppressed 
creature, the feeling of a heartless world 
and the soul of soulless circumstances”. 

The Communist manifesto does in¬ 
deed pronounce that communism will 
abolish religion, but anyone who thinks 
that this meant that Marx was for the sup¬ 
pression of organised religion as a whole, 
or a war against any particular religion 
such as comrade Simmons is suggesting, 
or that he would have approved, for in¬ 
stance, of the forced church closures by 
the likes of Enver Hoxha in Albania, does 
not understand Karl Marx and commu¬ 
nist politics. 

Comrade Malkin demonstrates how 
Marx, right from his earliest writings, took 
the approach that he did not seek to de¬ 
stroy the gods of the multitudes, but to 
foist the doctrines of the multitudes onto 
the gods. In part four of the aforemen¬ 
tioned series, just what Marx meant ex¬ 
actly by the abolition of religion is 
explained, with the quotation of some of 
the very purplest of prose from the great 
man: “The abolition of religion as the il¬ 
lusory happiness of the people is the 
demand for their real happiness. The 
demand to give up the illusions about 
their condition is the demand to give up 
a condition that requires illusion. The 
criticism of religion is therefore the germ 
of the criticism of the valley of tears 
whose halo religion is.” 

Islam today is the majority religion of 
the most oppressed people on the planet. 
Judeo-christianity is the majority religion 
of the oppressors. Mirroring the 
‘jihadists’, comrade Simmons advocates 
communists taking the same side as the 
oppressors in a religious war. It is only a 
short logical step from this to an advo¬ 
cacy of taking the side of the US and 
British ruling classes in a shooting war. 
Your advice is to no avail, comrade 
Simmons. As communists we attack not 


the illusion, but the condition which re¬ 
quires illusion. 

The position taken by comrade Ian 
Donovan in the recent debate in the col¬ 
umns of Weekly Worker is the correct 
one. We should be proud to march 
against imperialist war and against the 
appalling oppression suffered by the 
Palestinian people, with muslims and 
Arabs and, in the process of doing so, 
we should seek to ‘contaminate’ the re¬ 
ligious amongst them “with progressive, 
socialist literature and speech” (Weekly 
Worker December 5 2002). 

John Pearson 
Manchester 

Popular fronts 

My letter is in response to the excellent 
article, ‘Marxist analysis or crying wolf’, 
by Ian Donovan, in which he comprehen¬ 
sively destroys the arguments of Martyn 
Hudson (Weekly Worker January 9). In 
this article Ian correctly identifies the dif¬ 
ference between united fronts and popu¬ 
lar fronts. 

I was reading this article while attend¬ 
ing the Stop the War Coalition confer¬ 
ence in London and a question for Ian 
sprung to mind as I listened to the pro¬ 
ceedings. In the light of the restriction of 
the demands of the coalition to reformist 
pacifism, along with the main line of the 
conference being to put pressure on our 
capitalist government to be a nicer impe¬ 
rialism, as well as the enthusiasm shown 
for incorporating bourgeois groups such 
as the Liberal Democrats, does Ian con¬ 
sider the STWC to be a united front or a 
popular front? And if, as seems clear to 
me, it has developed into a popular front 
is it not now the time for communists to 
openly campaign for a class line to be 
drawn and therefore that the political 
support given by the CPGB to the STWC 
popular front should be withdrawn? 

I was also impressed by Ian’s sophis¬ 
ticated analysis of the complexity of the 
political problems involved in winning 
the working class from islam to a revolu¬ 
tionary proletarian consciousness. In this 
context I wonder if he really agrees with 
the stageist ‘two-state’ solution to the 
problems of Israel/Palestine put forward 
by Peter Manson in the article ‘Unity for 
two states’ in the same issue. If, as Peter 
himself argues, it is only through the 
working class (both Israeli and Palestin¬ 
ian) being won to a democratic project, 
and by implication having the power to 
impose that on the reactionary bourgeois 
forces of both sides, why does it make 
sense to advocate two bourgeois states 
as a necessary stage as the CPGB do? 

Surely if it is possible for the working 
class to impose a programme of extreme 
democracy on the bourgeoisie then we 
are talking about a revolutionary solution 
within which the question of state 
boundaries is necessarily secondary and 
the slogans regarding them should be 
much more algebraic. 

If comrades are affronted by my de¬ 
scribing Peter’s argument as stageist I 
would ask them to consider how else do 
they interpret his conclusion to the arti¬ 
cle. He refers to the two-state solution 
“surely bringing nearer the day when 
Palestinian Arabs and Israeli jews can 
live side by side as fellow-fighters for free¬ 
dom and full human self-development” - 
ie, socialism. Bourgeois democratic 
states for now, and then, at some un¬ 
known time in the future, we get social¬ 
ism - sounds like good old Stalinist/ 
Menshevik stages to me. 

Also, as a small side point, why the 
capital ‘A’ for ‘Arabs’ and the lower case 
‘j’ for ‘jew’? 

Brian Walters 
email 

Childish 

I intend to respond to Ian Donovan’s 
article in a much more sustained manner, 
particularly in regard to the nature of 
political religious forces and how we 


orient to them on the left. There are three 
issues I would like to clear up now, how¬ 
ever, before the debate turns into one of 
Ian’s little projects of misrepresentation. 

Firstly, there is no confusion about the 
nature of united and popular fronts in my 
analysis. My contention is it is neither 
desirable nor possible to construct a 
united front with political islamists - the 
shift to a popular front tactic is the dan¬ 
ger - particularly for the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party and their abdication of an 
independent working class politics in 
favour of tailing the worst aspects of re¬ 
actionary islamism. 

Secondly, I was not siding with any 
particular faction of islam: I was simply 
pointing to Ian’s incapacity to distinguish 
between these factions. I am not siding 
with traditional islam against political is¬ 
lam: simply pointing out that the latter is 
a recent phenomenon largely born out 
of reactions to Zionism, imperialism and 
the failure of the left to make revolutions 
in these societies. I have no “strategic 
conception” of siding with the tradition¬ 
alists: only that of not working with the 
islamists. The anti-war movement in Pa¬ 
kistan, for example, refuses to work with 
them for the very obvious reason that 
they are clerico-fascists with whom it is 
impossible to construct any kind of 
united front. 

In addition, nowhere did I make the 
point that political islam was non-islam, 
as Ian has me stating. In any case, I in¬ 
tend to continue with my “islamophobic 
sectarianism”, as Ian would have it, in the 
next issue, now I have put these misrep¬ 
resentations to rest. 

I would like to make a third point, how¬ 
ever, to do with Ian’s criticism of my ter¬ 
minology. Ian’s rather elementary errors 
are really a product of his own ignorance 
about political islam - if he had bothered 
to read the recent piece by Dave Osier in 
Solidarity on Saudi Arabia or Clive 
Bradley’s recent work on political islam 
in both Solidarity and Workers' Liberty 
he would see that the kinds of arguments 
I put forward aren’t rocket science. It is 
Ian’s failure to properly research these 
issues that leads to his misunderstand¬ 
ings, not, as he says, my “obscurantism”, 
“confusionism”, and so on. Calling my 
analysis non-Marxist because I want to 
clear-sightedly understand the complex¬ 
ity of contemporary islam is just childish. 

The taunts of ‘academic!’ being 
thrown at me are more reminiscent of the 
Khmer Rouge murdering people who 
wear glasses than grown-up debates in 
a sophisticated Marxist newspaper. Per¬ 
haps Ian’s ortho-Trot conception of na¬ 
tional liberation and the oppressed would 
have him co-sponsoring demonstrations 
with the Khmer Rouge as a, however dis¬ 
torted, manifestation of the politics of the 
oppressed and thwarted national- 
liberationist intent. The return to year zero 
is also the intent of the islamists and also 
bear in mind that the Muslim Associa¬ 
tion of Britain is a manifestation of ruling 
class finance, ideas and practice in the 
Middle East and not the voice of the 
wretched of the earth. 

In any case my ideas and vocabulary 
are rooted in the best of our Marxist tra¬ 
dition - unlike the degenerated language, 
insults and wilful slanders of orthodox 
Trotskyism which I thought Ian had tran¬ 
scended over recent years. 

Martyn Hudson 
Teesside 

Correction 1 

As regards my article about the Birming¬ 
ham STWC AGM, I would like to point 
out it was entirely a personal view 
(Weekly Worker January 9). 

Just to clarify: the split in Birmingham 
is between the SWP-controlled Stop the 
War Coalition and the democratic Stop 
the War Network. ‘Bust’ is a separate 
anti-war society at Birmingham Univer¬ 
sity. 

Steve Davies 

Birmingham 


Correction 2 

Though I agree with the broad thrust of 
Steve Davies’s article, he is wrong when 
he says the delegate forums will meet 
every six months. I am in no way sug¬ 
gesting that this is deliberate on his part, 
but the SWP stitch-up is more compli¬ 
cated and devious than his article may 
imply 

The December open meeting of the 
Birmingham STWC was the first such 
meeting since February 5 2002. In the 
intervening period, the coalition (as op¬ 
posed to the network) has been mn by a 
cabal of leading SWP members, Social¬ 
ist Action and various islamic forces 
grouped around the chair, Salma Yaqoob. 

What was passed by (the admittedly 
overwhelming majority) of those present 
at the December meeting is that the next 
open meeting of the STWC for all sup¬ 
porters will be held in six months, by 
which time everything could well be over. 
In the meantime, decisions will be taken 
by a delegate fomm that will meet every 
fortnight initially and will decide itself if it 
wishes to continue with this frequency. 
Needless to say, the delegates will be 
made up of SWP members from the nu¬ 
merous, largely inactive, tiny and stillborn 
SWP-controlled local groups that have 
suddenly, coincidentally, sprung up 
across the city. It will not be a body for 
holding the executive to account by any 
stretch of the imagination. 

Still more disturbing is that the old ex¬ 
ecutive was re-elected that evening with¬ 
out giving any date as to when fresh 
elections must mandatorily take place. 

There is no question that in order to 
move forward the Birmingham STWC 
must open up to debate and discussion 
and basic norms of democracy and de¬ 
sist from the persecution, slanders, slurs 
and character assassinations of anti-fun¬ 
damentalist muslims and principled left¬ 
ists who refuse to politically ally with 
reactionary islamist forces but maintain 
an anti-imperialist stance, as opposed to 
the disgraceful (but not wholly unex¬ 
pected) capitulation of the SWP 
James Cunningham 
South Birmingham SA 

Diversion 

The US monopoly capitalists are trying 
to divert the attention of the working and 
lower middle classes in the USA away 
from the deepest economic crisis that it 
has faced since the depression of the 
1920s. 

This is one of the main reasons behind 
the looming war on Iraq. Therefore the 
monopoly capitalist-controlled media are 
trying to psychologically prepare the 
working and middle classes of the world 
for a war on Iraq. We are supposed to 
believe that Saddam Hussein and his 
army is a threat to ‘world peace’! What 
little threat there was had been disman¬ 
tled by the UN inspectors between 1991 
and 1998. If there had been any so-called 
weapons of mass destruction, we would 
long ago have heard of this in the head¬ 
lines of the capitalist media. For the mo¬ 
ment, the only ones with the weapons 
of mass destruction appear to be the US, 
UK, Germany, France, Chinese, Russian 
and Israeli regimes! 

Due to imperialist control of the UN, 
the allegations that the UN inspectors are 
spying on the Iraqi military must be seri¬ 
ously considered. The United Nations is 
not a neutral party in the whole affair, as 
it is its sanctions that have killed hun¬ 
dreds of thousands of Iraqi children due 
to the blocking of medical supplies. 
Meantime the Iraqi elite have continued 
to live in luxury. The giant companies in 
the US, UK, Germany, France, China and 
Russia are all competing with one another 
for a piece of control over the Iraqi 
economy. 

Why does imperialism want a war on 
Iraq? What they are arguing about is who 
controls the oil, who gets the contracts 
to rebuild the oil refineries after the war 


and such detail. If there is no reason for 
a war, they are sure to manufacture a rea¬ 
son. It is not for nothing that the US re¬ 
gime has set up the “Proactive 
Pre-emptive Operations Group”. Its aim 
is to provoke ‘terrorist’ attacks which will 
then require ‘counter-attack’ from the US 
on countries harbouring the ‘terrorists’. 
In short this is a special unit that can 
manufacture a reason for war or inva¬ 
sions. The UK, Israeli, French and Ger¬ 
man regimes all have similar secret 
structures. 

There is huge over-capacity in the 
world economy, and investors from all 
over the world have huge amounts of 
money in the US economy that is in de¬ 
cline. For some time now there has been 
a deep economic crisis in the US. A huge 
component of the US economy is the mili¬ 
tary industrial complex. The bottom line 
is that the military industrialists need a 
war to boost their decreasing profits. 
Indeed immediately after the September 
11 attacks Donald Rumsfeld, the US de¬ 
fence secretary, was demanding a war on 
Iraq. They only stopped then because 
they had not yet laid the psychological 
groundwork. 

The US working and middle class have 
been so brainwashed into thinking that 
they are under threat that sufficient num¬ 
bers of them are providing political sup¬ 
port to the murderous plans of the 
monopolies, with George Bush as their 
spokesman. Such has been the political 
damage done by ‘terror’ groups that 
through their indiscriminate choice of 
targets where workers and the lower mid¬ 
dle class get hit, the capitalist parasites 
take advantage of this. 

The capitalist media has also helped 
to drive the US working and middle 
classes into the arms of reaction. A 
wedge has been driven between the US 
and UK working class on the one hand 
and the working classes in the neo-colo¬ 
nial world on the other. 

The second important reason why the 
US wants to wage a war on Iraq is that 
they want to impose a puppet regime that 
is directly under their control, much like 
in Afghanistan. Iraq has the second larg¬ 
est oil reserves in the world, after Saudi 
Arabia. The US economy is heavily de¬ 
pendent on imported oil, including that 
from Iraq. Anti-imperialist feeling is grow¬ 
ing among the world working classes, 
not least in the Middle East. If there were 
to be a popular overthrow of the Saddam 
regime and the indirect control of imperi¬ 
alism over Iraq broken, this would be a 
devastating blow to the already shaky 
US economy. Even the coming to power 
of an islamic regime that is not under di¬ 
rect imperialist control would pose prob¬ 
lems for US monopoly capital. (Such a 
regime would not be pro-working class 
but may, as in the case of Iran, pose as 
anti-imperialist). Any overthrow in Iraq 
will directly impact on Saudi Arabia 
where the regime is under enormous anti¬ 
imperialist pressure from the masses. 

Recently the North Korean regime ex¬ 
pelled UN nuclear inspectors. Yet the US 
does not threaten it with war as they do 
Iraq. Firstly, North Korea has no oil. Sec¬ 
ondly, North Korea is an ally of China and 
any attack on them will severely under¬ 
mine the huge US investments there. 
Whether it is a formal ‘democracy’ or 
military or Stalinist dictatorship, for US 
imperialism the bottom line is that they 
will only tolerate complete subservience 
to their domination and exploitation of 
the working classes. 

We call for the setting up of anti-impe¬ 
rialist fronts across the world, of the 
broadest possible forces to stop imperi¬ 
alism in their tracks. The Vietnamese 
working class and peasants halted them; 
the Venezuelan workers stopped their 
coup; the world working classes have 
the power to stop the slaughter in Iraq. 
Only the Iraqi people led by the working 
class can decide their destiny. 

Workers International Vanguard 

League 

Cape Town 
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Not so bad 

In reply to Roger Conway’s letter, I’m 15 
too, and I’ve only been around the revo¬ 
lutionary left for a couple of years ( Weekly 
Worker December 19). I am not, therefore, 
the most scholarly of people in the world 
with regard to the left, but you asked for 
feedback, so here goes. 

Yes - many stereotypes and miscon¬ 
ceptions abound concerning the left. 
Most of these are rooted in McCarthyism 
or cold war espionage romanticism. 
While I agree that these stereotypes 
should be combated, we on the left 
should do this through active political 
campaigning - showing what we’re really 
about - rather than some kind of flashy 
image revamp. 

The fact that some working class peo¬ 
ple now believe that fascism offers a so¬ 
lution to their problems represents a 
failure of the left in general to remember 
that the working class is what we’re 
about. “No interests separate and apart 
from those of the working class as a 
whole,” says the Communist manifesto. 
This is not a call for proletarian populism 
- it’s a call to remember that the working 
class is the revolutionary class, and that 
their emancipation is also the emancipa¬ 
tion of all humankind, regardless of age, 
sex or ‘race’. 

The left must, before it can build any¬ 
thing significant, take a good long look 
at itself and consider some of the diffi¬ 
culties within it. You mention many of 
them - pedantry, fragmentation, disunity, 
and ovemse of ‘left jargon’. We have to 
look at the left we have, and think about 
how we can build from it the left we want 
and need. 

Stalinism, certainly, has no place. It is 
an insidious, asinine ideology, bearing 
more in common with Nazism than Marx¬ 
ism. Sections of the left must shed their 
Stalinist baggage if progress is to be 
made. 

Left pedantry, which you pick up on, 
must also be considered. The aftermath 
of ‘Leedsgate’ (an issue with which you 
may or may not be familiar) is a prime 
example of how quickly the left can lose 
sight of what you call “the meat of the 
issue” and descend into pathetic bitch¬ 
ing. (The “meat of the issue” in this case, 
was democracy, a value that must be 
100% central to anything and everything 
the left is and can be.) 

I agree with you that the vast majority 
of youth have no idea about leftwing 
ideologies, nor indeed any ideologies. 
The closest they come to learning about 
communism is by buying some ‘CCCP’ 
sportswear. But things are not quite as 
bad as you suggest, comrade, because 
there is a growing youth movement - the 
anti-capitalist, anti-globalisation, anti¬ 
war movement - that could become very 
radical and maybe even revolutionary. It 
is, as yet, largely politically undefined, 
and the left must - and I do mean must - 
get out there and assert that we offer an 
alternative to all the things they’re ‘anti’. 

It can be depressing for young revo¬ 
lutionaries like you and me when we are 
faced with the confusing mess of acro¬ 
nyms and ‘little parties’ that the left can 
sometimes seem. Unity is strength, and 
the left must unite in such a way that dif¬ 
ferences can be debated democratically 
and commonalties built upon. 

I am a Socialist Alliance member and 
supporter, and I would strongly recom¬ 
mend you join the SA. It is not perfect 
by any means, but much good work can 
be done within it, as long as those on the 
left with any sense join forces to stop the 
SA being (further) hijacked into the 
SWP’s electoral front. 

The left can, and will be, a true revolu¬ 
tionary force, but to make it thus we must 
work. We must work within the trade 
unions, within elections and within anti¬ 
war and anti-capitalist campaigns. We 
have to shed ‘left introversion’. We need 
to come out of the smoky backrooms of 
city pubs and onto the streets. 

A better world is possible. We must 
now begin to build it. 

Daniel Randall 
Nottingham 


Forced Welsh 

The advent of the national assembly of 
Wales seems to have had very little im¬ 
pact on the life of the people of Wales. 
The effects on the day-to-day lives of 
many in the principality seem unchanged 
by the ramblings and political point-scor¬ 
ing in Cardiff. 

However, for one group, the impact of 
decisions made by the nationalistic as¬ 
sembly has been great. The study of 
Welsh, in all schools, has been compul¬ 
sory to the age of 14 for many years, but 
the assembly made the decision to make 
the teaching of Welsh compulsory to all 
those in statutory education in Wales, 
regardless of their background or ability. 
The problem of course is not only that 
the study of Welsh is compulsory, but 
also that the choices for the individual 
are denied. Most young people have no 
wish to continue with their study of 
Welsh past the age of 14: in fact many 
don’t wish to learn the language at all. 

Forcing youngsters to study a minor¬ 
ity language, for some perverse nation¬ 
alistic reason, only results in disillusion¬ 
ment and boredom with the whole 
education system and ultimately with life 
itself. Many young people are already 
forced into academic study which they 
neither need nor want. We should be 
training these individuals for a fulfilling 
life, not showing them, at such a young 
age, a life of disillusionment with little 
hope for the future. 

The CPGB’s stance on this matter 
seems a little confusing. The ‘Draft pro¬ 
gramme’ calls for measures to encourage 
the full development of Gaelic and Welsh 
cultural life. Is this what the assembly 
would say it was trying to do by insist¬ 
ing all young people in Wales learn the 
language? Can we support the forced 
learning of a minority language to the 
detriment of a whole generation? 

To further exacerbate the situation, a 
significant minority of children in Wales 
are now taught in Welsh-language 
schools. This growth is seen by politi¬ 
cians and nationalists as a sign of the 
resurgence of the language. However, 
they seem to ignore the real reason for 
the popularity of such schools. Al¬ 
though some children are from Welsh¬ 
speaking families, the vast majority are 
there because their parents realise the 
economic and educational advantages 
to be gained from attendance at Welsh- 
medium schools. Attendance at a Welsh 
language school gives the same advan¬ 
tages to people in Wales as private 
schools do in England. 

No group of people should be given 
such a big advantage over another. On 
the one hand, those taught through the 
medium of Welsh have an economic 
advantage. On the other, those from Eng¬ 
lish-speaking schools are educationally 
disadvantaged by the narrowing of the 
curriculum to accommodate compulsory 
Welsh lessons. This is surely something 
we, as communists, should not only be 
aware of, but should also be striving to 
change. 

Sue Osborne 
email 

Lernu! 

There is a multitude of information on the 
internet about the democratic and prac¬ 
tical international language, Esperanto, 
and many websites and discussion lists 
using it. Web users who wish to find out 
about the language, or to leam it at no 
cost, can click into a new website, 
‘Lernu!’ (meaning ‘Learn!’ - http:// 
www.lemu.net), which was launched on 
December 21 2002, initially in seven na¬ 
tional languages. 

Stan Keable 
email 

Snow White 

The Socialist Alliance is like Snow White 
and the seven dwarfs. Snow White can 
do without the seven dwarfs. The seven 
dwarfs cannot do without Snow White. 
As the poet Byron might have put it: 


The Socialist Alliance is of the SWP a 
thing apart 

Tis the other members’ whole exist¬ 
ence 

The SWP willingly accepts the assist¬ 
ance of the smaller parties and groups 
and the individuals when its candidates 
engage in such high-profile contests as 
that of Paul Foot for mayor of Hackney. 
It is a small sacrifice for the SWP to send 
a few footloose members to help out else¬ 
where in return. 

The SWP has the other members of 
the SA over a barrel. Without the SWP 
the SA has less total membership than 
the Socialist Labour Party; and, like the 
seven dwarfs themselves, the constitu¬ 
ent groups and individuals of the SA 
have their differences. 

Ivor Kenna 
North London 


ACTION 


CPGB London seminars 

Sunday January 19, 5pm - History of Labourism - ‘Labour and fascism’, using 
Ralph Milliband’s Parliamentary socialism as a study guide. 

Sunday January 26, 5pm - ‘Marcuse’s great refusal’, using Istvan Meszaros’s 
The power of ideology as a study guide. 

CPGB Manchester seminars 

Tuesday January 28, 7 pm - ‘The dictatorship of the proletariat in Marx and 
Lenin’, using Hal Draper’s The dictatorship of the proletariat from Marx to 
Lenin as a study guide. 

The Leeds dispute and its lessons 

CPGB-AWL joint school, Saturday January 25,12 noon to 5pm, University of 
London Union, Malet Street, London. Agenda to be announced. 

Defend Council Housing 

Lobby of parliament, Wednesday January 29, 1pm. Central Hall Westminster. 


New editor 

I thought Mark Fischer’s article on gun 
crimes contained some useful informa¬ 
tion ( Weekly Worker January 9). But he’s 
wrong about the working class needing 
a gun culture. It’s that sort of headline 
that gives the left a bad name among work¬ 
ers and the masses. 

The working class doesn’t need guns, 
or drugs or the crime that goes with it. 
Gun crimes affect working class people, 
usually black. The situation of the black 
working class is not that wonderful. A 
lot of them do the best they can under 
extreme hardship. 

The value system we live in says that 
unless we have middle class jobs, income 
and lifestyle we are nothing. Too many 
black people will be denied access to well 
paid jobs. So crime is a temptation. The 
system fails too many. More work needs 
to be done to turn things around for black 
youths. 

If the guns and drugs weren’t there, 
the temptations wouldn’t be there. Black 
youths would be able to do things to 
develop themselves in a positive direc¬ 
tion. This is of course dangerous for the 
establishment, who appear to need 
scapegoats and sensationalism to sur¬ 
vive and keep the masses from thinking 
too deeply. 

When workers get arms under social¬ 
ism or a partisan movement, it is control¬ 
led through a central committee. Like the 
Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea 
or Cuba, citizens are consciously trained 
to defend themselves against invaders 
and their allies. But what we have with 
Mark is moving towards anarchy, and 
that benefits no-one who is working class 
- go and see Michael Moore’s Bowling 
for Columbine. 

We don’t live under welfare for the 
working class, but socialism for the rich. 
They can pay for private protection, ar¬ 
moured cars and electronic gates. We 
need proletarian democracy: ie, not the 
rich and the middle classes telling us what 
to do or claiming to act on our behalf, but 
us making our own decisions, good or 
bad, and being responsible for ourselves. 
Yes, every cook is a chef. We are not a 
nation of illiterate peasants or serfs, but 
a nation of disciplined, determined and 
articulate workers (with the exception of 
the usual suspects of exploiters and joy¬ 
riders). 

It’s just there is a constant diatribe tell¬ 
ing us we are not capable of government, 
independent of the bourgeoisie and their 
allies. And that our mission as a class is 
not to liberate ourselves, but to be con¬ 
sumers and spectators of whatever rub¬ 
bish is being given out to us. Freedom 
for us means disenfranchising, neutral¬ 
ising and getting rid of them. 

In my opinion The Leninist became 
more populist at a time when there was a 
vacuum on the left after the end of the 
USSR. You’ve had your chances and 
abused them. There is a real need for 
Leninism in this country. Leninism today 
needs to be developed and woven into 
working class politics. 

To make your contribution, you need 
a new editor and a new paper. 

Gina Hadswovth 
email 


Glasgow Marxist Forum 

Public meeting: ‘The trade unions - a Marxist view’. Wednesday January 29, 
7.30pm, Partick Burgh Hall. Speaker: Joe Eyre (Scottish Socialist Party). All 
welcome. 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available for you to include the Party and the struggle for 
communism in your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group email rdgroup@yahoo.com 


Socialist Alliance 


Women’s day school 

Day of discussion and campaigning ideas for women only, organised by So¬ 
cialist Alliance - Saturday January 25,1 lam to 5pm, Cross Street Chapel, Cross 
Street, Manchester. Creche and accommodation for Friday /Saturday nights 
with SA members in Manchester available. 

Details from Margaret Manning: margaret@homemanning.freeserve.co.uk 

Annual conference 

Saturday March 15, South Camden Community School, Charrington Street, 
London Nl. Policy resolutions and constitutional amendments may be sub¬ 
mitted by individual SA members, local SAs or national executive. Deadline: 
Friday January 24. Nominations to national executive and appeals committee 
- send with biographical details (100 words max) to conference arrangements 
committee by January 24. Election of NEC by slate using alternative vote sys¬ 
tem. Nomination of slates will close at conference, Saturday March 15, 2pm. 

Office worker 

Full-time office worker required. Job description, terms and conditions of em¬ 
ployment currently being decided. Contact SA national office. Applications 
by Saturday January 18. 

Socialist Alliance, Wickham House, 10 Cleveland Way, London El 4TR; 020 
7791 3138; office@socialistalliance.net 


Stop the War Coalition 

Bradford rally 

Saturday January 18. Assemble 12 noon, Lister Park (Oak Lane entrance), 
Manningham Road, for march through city, followed by rally in Centenary 
Square. Speakers include Jeremy Corbyn MP, Carol Naughton, chair CND. 
Organised by Yorkshire CND and Bradford Stop the War Coalition. 
Yorkshire CND: 01274 730795; 07818 411823; 22 Edmund Street, Bradford, BD5 
OBH. 

National demonstration 

Saturday February 15, London. ‘No war on Iraq’ - international day of action. 

Artists against the War 

Postcards - 50p each. 

• artistsagainstthewar @ hotmail.com 

• www.artistsagainstthewar.org.uk 

• wwwstopthewar.org 


www.cpgb.ovg.uk/action 


Join the Socialist Allianc 
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WAR ON IRAQ 


Communist Party of Great 
Britain - http://www.cpgb.org.uk 

Online 
scaffolding - 
200,000 hits 


I n his discussion of the partyist 
role of the revolutionavy 
paper Iskra , Lenin wrote: it 

may be likened to the scaffold¬ 
ing round a building under 
construction, which marks the 
contours of the structure and 
facilitates communication 
between the builders, enabling 
them to distribute the work and 
to view the common results 
achieved by their organised 
labour” (VI Lenin, Where to 
begin?’ CWVol 5, Moscow 1977, 
p22). Quite rightly this metaphor 
has informed the way our 
communist collective ap¬ 
proaches its relationship with the 
Weekly Worker , helping the 
paper become essential reading 
for the left in Britain and beyond. 

This no doubt explains why the 
CPGB website has just passed 
the 200,000 mark. Looking at the 
statistics for the week ending 
December 18, there were 6,629 
individual views of the Party’s 
website (accessing just under 
13,000 page views) from 65 
different countries. Predictably 
English-speaking territories 
feature most prominently, Britain 
and the USA accounting for just 
over half of all traffic. But it does 
appear that the Weekly Worker 
has quite a following in Ecuador, 
leading to some healthy discus¬ 
sion around the possibility of 
setting up an Ecuadorian CPGB 
branch ... 

It is probably fair to say that if 
the Party website was badly 
designed and offered minimal 
information other than an online 
edition of our paper, the rate of 
individual sessions would not 
differ much from the current 
standing. But luckily our website 
is anything but amateurish. While 
it may not be as vast in scope as 
that of the Socialist Party (see 
Weekly Worker Januavy 9), it 
does offer a great deal of 
information about the Party and 
stands up extremely well against 
the SWP’s presence online. 

At the core of the website is 
the paper itself - a comprehen¬ 
sive archive running uninterrupt¬ 
edly back to December 1998 is 
offered. Before that the coverage 
becomes decidedly patchy. All 
but seven of the issues for 1998 
are carried, but only 13 from 
between 1994 and 1997 appear. 
Certainly getting these online 
(plus an archive of the Weekly 


Worker’s forerunner, The 
Leninist) would serve to enhance 
the website as a resource for 
those not just interested in the 
trajectovy of our organisation, but 
as an historical record of the 
British left for the past 22 years. 

The Weekly Worker aside, 
there are a number of other 
features to recommend the CPGB 
site. Though a 'Frequently asked 
questions’ is missing, this niche is 
partially filled by the ‘Theory’ 
section. Here we have a collec¬ 
tion of articles from the paper 
grouped under topic headings 
such as ‘The Soviet Union’, 
‘Programme and method’, ‘The 
British-lrish debate’, etc. However, 
this section too is in need of an 
update. The most recent article in 
this collection dates from May 
2000. Therefore the debates 
around the possibility of peaceful 
revolution, the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty and so on have 
yet to be included. 

The links section is grouped 
under three headings: organisa¬ 
tions; publications; and archives 
and other sites. The first of these 
is relatively comprehensive, 
listing the main organisations of 
the left in Britain and a few 
others besides. The final listing 
only provides six links, but they 
are to valuable online resources 
such as the Marx-Engels internet 
archive and From Marx to Mao. 
Links to unions and other 
campaigning organisations are 
not available, but the practice of 
hyperlinking websites in articles 
helps make up for it. To take just 
one example, the short article on 
the Birmingham anti-war move¬ 
ment in the Januavy 9 edition 
provides direct links to the SWP, 
Workers Power, Socialist Action, 
Birmingham Stop the War, and 
the Socialist Alliance! 

Returning to Lenin’s metaphor, 
the CPGB website should be 
considered as much a part of the 
Party scaffolding as the paper, 
and will become an ever more 
significant part, as internet costs 
come down and more people get 
online. Given that a significant 
number of Party contacts have 
come to us via our current 
website, the updating of current 
features and the addition of 
others can only serve to bring 
more comrades closer to the 
ovganisation • 

Phil Hamilton 
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The anti-war message projected on to parliament: the working class can turn words into action 

Rail action hushed 


N othing must be allowed to hold 
back the relentless drive to war, 
it seems. Opposition to an at¬ 
tack on Iraq must be under¬ 
mined, weakened and marginalised - 
nipped in the bud before it has had a 
chance to really grow. That, it seems, is 
the thinking behind denials by the min¬ 
istry of defence and Scottish train-oper¬ 
ating company EWS that any such 
opposition has been demonstrated by 
railworkers north of the border. 

Last week both the Morning Star and 
The Guardian reported that two drivers, 
members of the Aslef rail union, had been 
threatened with disciplinary action by 
EWS after they refused to move trains 
carrying weapons and munitions to the 
Glen Douglas Nato depot. It was subse¬ 
quently claimed that the delivery had to 
be diverted by road. But the reports also 
carried MOD denials that anything of the 
kind had occurred. 

Intrigued by the distinct lack of media 
interest in these events, I contacted the 
Aslef press officer, Andrew Murray, who 
also happens to be chair of the Stop the 
War Coalition, a member of the Commu¬ 
nist Party of Britain and a journalist with 
the CPB’s Morning Star. Comrade 
Murray was, for legal reasons, unable to 
comment on the Scottish workers’ action, 
but did agree that the reports were “sub¬ 
stantially” correct. 

Yet the ministry of defence and EWS 
claimed that no such action had taken 
place. A conversation with Sara Reed 
(MOD press office) confirmed statements 
attributed to the ministry in both papers: 
no drivers had refused to move the trains. 
She further commented that if the Morn¬ 
ing Star and Guardian reports were true, 
why was it that the rest of the media were 
not hot on the trail? 

One explanation could be that they 
were leant on not to follow up the story 
- or to play it down. That would also ex¬ 


plain why EWS also wants to bmsh the 
affair under the carpet. Another version 
of the story circulating in Aslef circles is 
that pending a strike ballot an unofficial 
overtime ban is in operation within the 
company. It was for this reason that both 
drivers refused to take out the train, I was 
told. 

Whatever the tmth, it is clear that Blair 
does not want the idea of mass resistance 
to the war drive - particularly if it is led by 
the working class - to enter the con¬ 
sciousness of the growing numbers who 
are at the very least questioning his plans. 
Like us, the ruling class collectively re¬ 
members the magnificent action of Lon¬ 
don dockers who in 1920 refused to load 
the Jolly George and thus assist coun¬ 
terrevolutionary forces mounted against 
the Bolshevik revolution. 

Then, as now, there had been little sign 
that the working class would move into 
action against imperialism’s plans, but 
the dockers’ boycott caught the imagi¬ 
nation of millions and suddenly the gov¬ 
ernment was on the retreat. In that case 
too the action was initially interlinked 
with the dockers’ own trade union griev¬ 
ances. 

Blair will do all in his power to avoid a 
recurrence. Should attempts to 
downplay or deny the existence of ac¬ 
tive opposition to the war fail, you can 
be sure that he would use every trick in 
the book to block it and stop it from 
spreading. Obstructing the common war 
effort would be portrayed as putting the 
lives of ‘our’ armed services and the 
ricin-threatened nation at risk. Striking 
trade unionists - whether railworkers or 
firefighters - would be depicted as the 
enemy within. 

We should not underestimate the po¬ 
tential effect of such a propaganda on¬ 
slaught. In a wave of chauvinistic mass 
hysteria many a staunch pacifist or even 
anti-war militant would be transformed 


into an enthusiastic recruiting sergeant 
for the coming assault. That was cer¬ 
tainly the case in the lead-up to World 
War I. 

The ruling class is skilled at using 
every incident to stoke up the ‘right’ at¬ 
mosphere. In this sense the January 14 
killing of a police officer by a terrorist 
suspect in Manchester has proved more 
than useful in ratcheting up war senti¬ 
ments. The knife used to stab the police¬ 
man is, it seems, comparable to Saddam 
Hussein’s ‘weapons of mass destruc¬ 
tion’, in that both are examples of what 
will repeatedly be used against us by 
such dangerous and ruthless men unless 
‘we’ act speedily. 

It is in the interests of the working 
class to thwart the bellicose attempts to 
strengthen imperialism under US he¬ 
gemony and pursue our own, working 
class agenda. That is why, far from de¬ 
nying the political nature of trade union 
claims - as Andy Gilchrist was, it seems, 
forced to do by the Fire Brigades Union 
national executive - workers need to link 
their own fight for higher wages and 
against government and employer at¬ 
tacks with opposition to the war. 

If the series of 24-hour FBU strikes, 
beginning on January 21, goes ahead, 
the torrent of abuse and unremitting 
propaganda directed against firefighters 
will resume with a vengeance. However 
much Gilchrist and co protest that theirs 
is purely an industrial dispute, they will 
be accused of sabotaging military prepa¬ 
rations by forcing the government to 
divert troops onto the Green Goddesses 
once again. 

Any action by workers aimed at hold¬ 
ing back an assault on Iraq is to be sa¬ 
luted. In the right circumstances 
apparently isolated individual actions can 
suddenly spark a mass movement out of 
nowhere • 

Ronnie Mejka 
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'Focus, everyone. Focus’ 


The Stop The War Coalition conference on 
January 11 was a step forward. However, as 
Mark Fischer reports, some political time 
bombs are ticking away inside the movement 



T here was a real sense of confi¬ 
dence amongst the 800 or so del¬ 
egates and observers at the Stop 
The War Coalition’s conference 
on January 11 in London’s Camden Cen¬ 
tre. There was a definite buzz in the hall. 
Inspiring speeches from the likes of 
Tony Benn and Ben Bella brought the 
meeting to its feet in emotional ovations 
- several speakers talked of “history be¬ 
ing made”. 

Certainly, the organisation has 
grounds for optimism. The September 28 
demonstration last year was impressive 
both in terms of its size and social com¬ 
position. For example, the fact that many 
thousands of working class muslims 
were mobilised is particularly positive. It 
opens them up to the arguments of com¬ 
munists and revolutionary socialists and 
poses the task of assimilating this sec¬ 
tion of the British population in a demo¬ 
cratic, proletarian fashion. 

Which is a problem for the left with its 
present politics, of course. This weak¬ 
ness was amply illustrated in the confer¬ 
ence’s only real (though predictably 
truncated) debate - on our attitude to po¬ 
litical islam and to reactionary anti-impe¬ 
rialism. These questions were aired 
thanks to the motions submitted by the 
Communist Party and the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty. 

Tina Becker spoke to the CPGB ’s reso¬ 
lution and laid out the political issues at 
stake with admirable clarity. The specific 
subject matter of the motion - the Mom¬ 
basa bombing - might no longer have the 
particular urgency it once had due to the 
postponement of the original date for the 
STWC conference (from December 7 
2002). Nevertheless the principles in¬ 
volved are of the utmost relevance. 
Should the movement in the UK make 
clear its attitude to such actions? Should 
we condemn indiscriminate attacks on 
civilian targets undertaken by reaction¬ 
aries , with no discernible democratic 
content to their programme whatsoever? 
Our answer is clear, comrade Becker un¬ 
derlined. Yes, atrocities like Mombasa or 
the Bah bombing should be condemned 
by communists and progressives. Of 
course, while we do not draw an equals- 
sign between the forces of al-Qa’eda and 
western imperialism, we have to be clear 
that theirs is a reactionary anti-imperial- 
ism. 

A little later, Matt Cooper moved the 
AWL’s motion. He rejected the charge 
that his organisation opposed working 
with muslim organisations in general. 
However, the politics of the Muslim As¬ 
sociation of Britain specifically mled it 
out as a bloc partner for the left. The 
MAB is the British branch of the Mus¬ 
lim Brotherhood, the comrade asserted - 
a deeply reactionary fundamentalist or¬ 
ganisation whose beliefs have “a great 
deal in them that is similar to fascism.” 

The comrade was heckled throughout 
his speech by a section of the audience 
and had to pause several times to allow 
noise levels to subside. The CPGB com¬ 
rades present also opposed this motion, 
but for rather different reasons to the 
baying Socialist Worker Party bloc on 
conference floor. 

First, we regard co-sponsorship of 
events with organisations such as the 
MAB to be a tactical question - certainly 
not to be mled impermissible in princi¬ 
ple. Second, if the MAB is capable of 


mobilising a section of the population 
that we currently cannot, then what do 
we lose by smoothing our way to make 
mass propaganda and agitation which 
we could otherwise not carry out? As 
long as communists make no political 
concessions to fundamentalism, as long 
as they actually utilise the action to make 
propaganda for secularism, democracy 
and the working class programme 
amongst these layers, what is the prob¬ 
lem? 

A young supporter of the MAB - Jemal 
(see interview, p6) - was wheeled on af¬ 
ter comrade Cooper to present a ‘fluffy’ 
version of his organisation’s politics. He 
largely succeeded in the first part of his 
speech, winning thundering applause for 
his rejection of the charge that his organi¬ 
sation - despite it being another name for 
the Muslim Brotherhood - was anti¬ 
women or anti-democratic. The audi¬ 
ence, however, became noticeably more 
uncomfortable in the second half of his 
presentation, when he set about defend¬ 
ing the Mombasa bombing and other 
attacks on Israeli civilians using the crass 
argument that every Israeli civilian is a 
soldier and therefore a legitimate target - 
in other words the only good Israeli is a 
dead Israeli. 

Predictably, leading SWPers took the 
opportunity to lump both motions to¬ 
gether in an ‘anti-muslim’, ‘semi-racist’ 
amalgam that played well to the audience, 
but ignored the real political issues. In 
fact, CPGBers did a little heckling of our 
own when Chris Harman, the editor of 
Socialist Worker , took the mike to deliver 
a particularly dishonest tub-thumping 
reply. 

It is a measure of the philistine level of 
the culture of the left that SWP leaders 
like comrade Harman can get away with 
such speeches and not be laughed off 
stage. Ignoring the actual text of the 
CPGB resolution as well as comrade 
Becker’s speech, he asserted that we 
“equated” the violence of the oppressed 
with that of imperialism. He finished with 
the rhetorical challenge to the audience - 
“Who are our enemies? Bush! Blair! 
Sharon!” ‘‘And Saddam?’’ CPGBers help¬ 
fully prompted the comrade at the top of 
their voices. Predictably, comrade Har¬ 
man left his options open on that one. 

For the rest of the day, speakers won 
themselves easy ripples of applause by 
emphasising that they were keen on 
MAB involvement. But in many ways, 
this was a false argument. The AWL’s 
motion actually helped deflect attention 
from the real issue - political concessions 


to fundamentalism and a soft, ‘defencist’ 
attitude to Iraq under Saddam Hussein, 
(even leading AWLers present con¬ 
ceded that their position could have 
been “better formulated” - an understate¬ 
ment). In the end, both motions were 
defeated - the AWL’s got one vote - 
which meant that AWLers present at the 
conference did not even vote for it them¬ 
selves. Ours did a little better, with around 
40 delegates voting with us - bad, but not 
that bad, considering that we were not 
even allowed to come back and reply in 
order to clarify our stance and our atti¬ 
tude towards the MAB. 

Lindsey German set the tone for sub¬ 
sequent SWP interventions. We must 
“submerge our differences” in order to 
build a “big movement”, she demanded. 
“The most important thing” was getting 
the “maximum number of people on the 
streets”. We have to “focus on the main 
question” - “get focused on February 
15”, we were told. Later, after also remind¬ 
ing us to “stay focused”, John Molyneux 
made the point even more explicitly. 
“There is nothing he told us, “more im¬ 
portant than the number of people we 
put onto the street on February 15.” 


We can safely assume that the word 
‘focus’ has played a prominent role in re¬ 
cent internal SWP briefings. However, the 
instmctive thing to note here is how the 
SWP is starting to replicate - on a lower 
level - almost exactly the same political 
mistakes as ‘official’ communism made 
in its time. CPGBers cannot have been 
the only ones who noted the exquisite 
irony that Karl Dallas - a partisan of the 
Morning Star's Communist Party of Brit¬ 
ain - won applause from SWPers when 
he suggested that it was “not for us” to 
criticise the actions of people who fought 
back against oppression, whatever their 
methods. In his time of course, comrade 
Dallas also thought it “not for us” to criti¬ 
cise the Soviet Union - or the ‘official com- 
munist’ Tudeh Party in Iran, as it 
suicidally tailed the mullahs; or the Polish 
‘official communist’ government as it 
sanctioned coal exports which were used 
to undermine the miners’ Great Strike in 
1984-85, and so on. 

Similarly the breathless admonish¬ 
ments to ‘focus’ on the next big action 
recalled the impatience of the opportun¬ 
ists in the Communist Party when con¬ 
fronted by the ‘Trots’ in the Vietnam 
anti-war movement. After all, those trou¬ 
ble-makers always seemed to be insist¬ 
ing on some ‘quibble’ about this or that 
political principle, when the key thing 
was to unite everyone to fight for peace. 

In fact, democracy and an ongoing de¬ 
bate on the principles that inform our 
work are not luxuries or an optional extra 
for the anti-war movement. As illustrated 
by the sorry fate of ‘official’ communism, 
they are indispensable. Tellingly, the 
sloppy technical arrangements for this 
conference underlined how little priority 
is currently placed on this. 

No motions were available before the 
day of the conference itself - they did not 
appear on the STWC website and office 
staff actually refused to send them out 
when CPGBers rang in. Then the day it¬ 
self dawns and there are more problems. 


The original timetable suggested that 
the 26 motions submitted be discussed 
in a one-hour slot after lunch. Thank¬ 
fully this was changed to allow more 
time, but it emerged during the first re¬ 
port of the conference arrangements 
committee, immediately following An¬ 
drew Murray’s opening address, that 
this was not going to be much help to 
most delegates. 

The chair of the CAC, Andrew Burgin, 
did sterling work, but his day got off to a 
poor start. It became clear that over half 
the delegates did not have the conference 
documents containing motions. This 
was a strange error. After all, the organ¬ 
isers must have booked London’s Cam¬ 
den Centre with a ‘ball-park’ figure for 
attendees in mind. Why then so drasti¬ 
cally under-produce the document that 
would allow them to actually be del¬ 
egates, as opposed to unthinking happy 
clappers? Rather than any conspiracy 
this seems more likely to be an uncon¬ 
scious reflection of the low priority ac¬ 
corded to the democratic workings of the 
movement. 

This was certainly underlined by com¬ 
rade Murray’s - shall we say - brisk ap¬ 
proach to voting. He rattled through the 
motions at such a pace - throwing out 
rulings and fiats like confetti - that many 
in the audience became thoroughly con¬ 
fused and quite angry. This is no way to 
run a broad anti-war movement. Mem¬ 
bers of the coalition must insist that sub¬ 
sequent conferences of the organisation 
take its deliberations and democratic func¬ 
tioning seriously. 

A mixed day for the STWC, then. 
Many comrades will have taken away 
inspiration and a reinvigorated determi¬ 
nation to build for February 15 - undoubt¬ 
edly a potentially very important day for 
us all. However, important aspects of the 
political principles of the movement re¬ 
main murky in some places and pro¬ 
foundly wrong in others • 

Mark Fischer 


Communist Party of Great Britain motion: 

This conference of the Stop the War Coalition unreservedly condemns the 
terrorist attacks in Mombasa, Kenya on November 29 2002. 

These actions have nothing to do with genuine anti-imperialism. They are 
reactionary atrocities that progressives condemn without hesitation. 

At the same time, we reject the hypocrisy of western governments and 
Sharon’s brutal Zionist administration in Israel. Such forces have no right to 
condemn terrorist outrages - in fact, they produce the very hatred and aliena¬ 
tion that finds expression in terrible events like Mombasa. Bush, Blair and 
Sharon are the best recmiting sergeants reactionary fundamentalism has. 

Failure to make our position clear on such questions can only weaken the 
anti-war movement. 

Alliance for Workers Liberty motion: 

The Stop the War Coalition should not in future invite the Muslim Associa¬ 
tion of Britain to co-sponsor anti-war activities. We should instead seek the 
broadest possible alliances within or close to the labour movement. 
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Call for Socialist 
Alliance paper 

An appeal for a regular Socialist 
Alliance newspaper has been launched 
by three leading members, Dave 
Church, Marcus Strom and Martin 
Thomas. To add your name to the 
appeal please email your support to: 
marcus.strom@ntlworld.com 


We, the undersigned, believe that the Socialist Al¬ 
liance must launch a regular, campaigning news¬ 
paper as an urgent priority. This publication should: 

• Fight to build the agreed actions of the Socialist 
Alliance, maintain our public profile between elec¬ 
tions and give news, analysisand practical guidance 
to our activists on the ground. 

• Reflect the diversity of views in our alliance. ASo- 
cialist Alliance paper must have space for the open 
exchange of ideas, for comradely polemic and the 
presentation of minority views. Wherever possible, 
we should afford the right of reply in our paper. 

• Strike a balance between agitation and propa¬ 
ganda in its pages. Working class readers should 
not be patronised or talked down to. Our paper must 
carry longer theoretical pieces, as well as snappy, 
factual, socialist reportage. 

If the majority of the SA continues to block an of¬ 
ficial publication, the minority should fight for the 
launch of an unofficial paper. 


Additional 

signatories 

Nicola Bent (Lambeth) 
Janine Booth (Hackney) 
Danny Bowles (Neath & 
Port Talbot) 

John Bridge (Camden) 
Alison Brown (Sheffield) 
Janies Bull (Teesside) 
Peter Burton (SSP) 
Matthew Caygill (Leeds) 
Jane Clarke (Bedfordshire) 
Steve Cooke (Teesside) 
Lawrie Coombs (Tees¬ 
side) 

Tim Cooper (Nottingham) 

Chris Croome (Teesside) 
James Cunningham 

(South Birmingham) 

Mathew Danaher 

(Southampton) 

Mervyn Davies (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Ian Donovan (Southwark) 

Arthur Downs (former 
mayor, Tower Hamlets) 

Jim Drysdale 
Laura Duval (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Pete Edwards (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mark Ferguson (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Alf Filer (Brent) 

Janice Fowler (Southwark) 
Steve Freeman (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Ray Gaston (Leeds 
steering committee) 

Darrell Goodliffe 

(Cambridgeshire) 

Andy Gunton (Lambeth) 
Billy Hodson (Teesside) 
David Isaacson (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Chris Jones (chair, 
Merseyside) 

Eryk Karas (Bedfordshire) 

Sarah Lawlor (Bedford¬ 


shire) 

Terry Liddle (treasurer, 
Greenwich) 

Ron Lynn (Lambeth) 
Lesley Mahmood 

(executive committee, 
coordinator Merseyside) 
Rob Marsden (Leicester) 

Laurie McCauley (North 
Yorkshire) 

Anne Me Shane (chair, 
Hackney) 

Sam Metcalf (Nottingham) 

Duncan Morrison 

(Lewisham) 

Paul Nicholson (South¬ 
ampton) 

Harry Nugent (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Dave Osier (Hackney) 
Dave Parks (Exeter) 

Harry Paterson (Notting¬ 
hamshire) 

Mike Perkins (Southamp¬ 
ton) 

Peter Pierce (Greenwich) 
Phil Pope (Southampton) 

Charlie Pottins (Brent) 
Peter Radcliff (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Daniel Randall (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Lee Rock (Waltham Forest) 

Mike Rowley (Oxford) 
Dave Spencer (Coventry) 
Alan Stevens (chair, 
Greenwich) 

Danny Thompson 
(Bedfordshire) 

Steve Turner (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mike Wagstaff (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Pete Weller (Lambeth) 
Geoff Wexler (Cambridge¬ 
shire) 

Paul Willoughby (East 
Kent) 

Jay Woolrich (Leicester) 
Patrick Yarker (Norfolk 
and Norwich) 


Open up dialogue 

Jemal, a young supporter of the Muslim Association of Britain, spoke at 
the Stop the War Coalition conference against the AWL’s call to sever 
relations with his group. Mark Fischer spoke to him afterwards 


I think it’s fair to say that the audi¬ 
ence found the first half of your 
speech less controversial than the 
second. Could you clarify your 
attitude to attacks on civilians and 
islamic terrorist groups? 

Our religion clearly states that you cannot 
kill women, you mustn’t kill old men and chil¬ 
dren. We can only fight on a battlefield - you 
can’t target civilians. But these laws were 
formed at a time when armies would fight, 
face to face, on a battlefield. Today, we have 
the same general attitude, although things 
have changed, obviously. The atrocities you 
are talking about have nothing to do with our 
organisation. We have no links and no sym¬ 
pathy with the people and organisations that 
carried these actions out. 

We have never supported such attacks; 
we condemned September 11 outright - no 
question. We were even invited to the US 
embassy to have lunch with the ambassa¬ 
dor in the aftermath of the attacks in America. 

In Mombasa, there was a different situa¬ 
tion. Money comes into the Israeli state from 
three sources - first, American subsidies; 
second, tourism; third, exports of, for exam¬ 
ple, food grown on illegally occupied Pales¬ 
tinian land. If you are a Palestinian, you have 
a duty to actively resist the Israeli state. We 
don’t condemn attacks like Mombasa, but 
at the same time we don’t actively support 
them - the reason for this is if we condemn 
them, we are condemning the right of the Pal¬ 
estinian people to resist. 

For example, there has never been an at¬ 
tack on a school or a synagogue. But in Pal¬ 
estine, schools have been bombed, mosques 
bombed ... 

But Hezbollah militants have got on 
school buses and detonated suicide 
bombs. 

OK, there have been three instances when 
the British media have reported that ‘school 
buses’ have been blown up. Actually, on 
one of these there were eight children; on 
the other two, six children. But a bus capac¬ 
ity is about 50 people ... 

And who were these other people? 
These other people were normal people - or 
rather, what we see in Britain as ‘normal peo¬ 
ple’ . In Israel, the idea of a ‘normal person’ is 
more difficult. For everyone in Israel - man 
or woman above the age of 18 - it is law that 
you must have three years’ military training. 
Where I come from, this doesn’t mean much. 
You have three years training: that’s it. 

In Israel, they will be called up every month 
to go in for a weekend of training and they 
carry their weapons around - they don’t give 
them back: they keep them at home. They 
parade through the streets with their guns 
and grenades. 

So if we kill someone who is an account¬ 
ant, he is not an innocent person. First, he is 
in a land that does not belong to him. Sec¬ 
ond, he is a soldier. Whether he is in a uni¬ 
form or not is irrelevant. If I killed someone 
from Mossad, just because he’s out of uni¬ 
form doesn’t mean he’s a civilian. 

Outside Palestine we generally condemn 
such attacks - September 11 was in no way a 
battlefield, for example. But Mombasa we 


cannot condemn, because if we condemn it 
we risk condemning the right of resistance 
of the Palestinian people altogether. 

But what about the position of ordinary 
working class Israeli people? Conscrip¬ 
tion exists. They have no choice but to 
be soldiers. 

OK, here’s an analogy. I take over your 
house. You are reduced to living in a comer 
of the house. I walk in, day in, day out, I don’t 
do anything else. But does that make me an 
‘ordinary person’? A ‘normal’ accountant or 
a ‘normal’ civil servant? Just because I am 
not wearing an army uniform? 

Israeli civilians are not civilians. They are 
in a land that does not belong to them. 

But you can apply the same logic all the 
way around the world. Look at America. 
As it was formed, the indigenous people 
were suppressed and actually annihi¬ 
lated. Are all Americans legitimate 
militavy targets? 

This is a very different situation. First, the 
indigenous peoples were not living all over 
America; they were geographically concen¬ 
trated in very specific areas in a huge land 
mass. Second, we have condemned what the 
white settlers did. But there are only tiny lev¬ 
els of resistance to this. The indigenous peo¬ 
ples have been wiped out. 

Palestine is totally different. It was system¬ 
atically planned, unlike America. And this is 
not just history. This is happening right now, 
in front of our eyes. 

So where should the Israeli jews go? 

First, there must be the right to return for all 
displaced Palestinians ... 

You think most will want to return? 

We don’t force anybody, but they have the 
right. If they don’t want to go, fair enough. 
But I personally believe that the majority will 
want to. 

Then, if a Palestinian comes back and sees 
an Israeli-Zionist living in his house, it is still 
the Palestinian’s house - so he will have to 
find somewhere else to go. There are many 
options. For example, Sharon is originally 
Latvian. Netanyahu is originally Russian. 
They can either go back to these countries, 
or they can live and have citizenship in a Pal¬ 
estinian country. We have never, ever said 
there should not be a jewish homeland. But 
why should there be a jewish state at the ex¬ 
pense of another people? 

Their homeland will be within our state. 
For example, 12% of the Israeli population 
are Coptic Christians. January 7 is when they 
celebrate Christmas - and it’s a national holi¬ 
day in Israel! They have full rights, despite 
the fact that they are a minority. (This is a big 
contrast with the attitude of the Egyptian 
state to the Muslim Brotherhood!) 

We say that the people who now live in 
Israel should leave or stay and live side by 
side with us and not try to deny rights to 
other people. 

OK, so you are aiming to create some 
sort of theocratic/islamic state in 
Palestine? 

Yes. Since 1650 AD, it was a muslim state. 
The majority of the people living there are 
muslim. However, look at Andalusia. It was 
under the muslims for 700 years. The Chris¬ 


tians and jews lived side by side with us. 

When the crusaders came to Palestine, the 
muslims and the jews fought against them 
together. Under a muslim state, the Christian 
has full rights. They have the right to vote, 
to organise their churches and Sunday 
schools, etc. However, because the major¬ 
ity of the population are muslim, that means 
a muslim state. 

We see no genuine muslim states in the 
world today - Saudi Arabia and places like 
that profess to be muslim states, but this is 
untrue. As the Muslim Brotherhood, we 
have never seen a muslim state. For 200 years 
now, there has not been a genuine muslim 
state. A muslim state would give rights to 
every religion - even to the secularists and 
the atheists. They all have rights. 

But if the majority are muslim, it follows 
that they should have sovereignty in the 
state. 

As a communis! and a democrat, I am 
against religious states, whatever 
religion we are talking about. OK, you 
talk about protecting the rights of all in 
your state. But surely, if your religion, 
for example, denies certain rights to 
women, or proscribes homosexuality, 
then by definition it must be a repres¬ 
sive state. 

Women’s rights have never been a problem 
in the islamic religion. A woman got the right 
to vote in islam 1,450 years ago; she only 
got that right in Britain in the 20th century. 
With us, women got the right to inheritance 
1,450 years ago; in this country, only in the 
late 1800s. The right to divorce, the right to 
accept or refuse a marriage: all these exist in 
islam. 

These rights have all been given to women 

- no, actually not ‘given’. They are a wom¬ 
an’s rights. They have a right to these 
things: to education, to their own lives. For 
example, one of the foremost leaders of the 
Muslim Brotherhood was a woman. We 
have never questioned women’s rights or 
their abilities. 

On homosexuality, I speak personally. As 
long as it is not propagated, people should 
be free to make their own choices. By the 
same token, heterosexuality should not be 
propagated. We see sex everywhere, on 
every billboard. This is wrong. Whether 
homosexual or heterosexual, it should remain 
a private matter. By making it a public thing, 
sex in general is animalised. 

Lastly, is the MAB growing? And has co¬ 
sponsoring events such as the forth¬ 
coming Februavy 15 anti-war demon¬ 
strations with secular 'lefties’ caused 
any dissent in your ranks? 

Officially, we emerged in the mid-1990s. 
Every single muslim organisation in Britain 

- apart from three - was set up under the in¬ 
fluence of the ideology of the Muslim Broth¬ 
erhood. We have gone from strength to 
strength. 

Working with the ‘lefties’ - as you call 
yourself! - is a manifestation of our attitude 
to our religion. We are not isolationists. We 
work with anyone, religious or not. We deal 
with people as human beings - just as we 
expect them to deal with us. 

Working with the Stop the War Coalition 
gave us great pride. It was a chance to show 
people that we are real human beings, to get 
rid of some of the stereotypes that we are 
rightwing or reactionary. 

We are willing to work with everyone, 
whatever our criticisms of them, whatever 
their criticisms of us. 

It is about time we started to open up a 
true dialogue, instead of either ignoring each 
other or having false ideas about each oth¬ 
er’s beliefs • 


So, if we kill someone who is an 
accountant, he is not an innocent 
person. First, he is in a land that does 
not belong to him. Whether he is in a 
uniform or not is irrelevant 
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Chance for a better worid 


O ne issue that arose at today’s 
conference concerned 
relations with the Muslim 
Association of Britain. Put 
another way, how can the left have a 
principled political relationship with 
muslim organisations in this country? 
Somebody in the Stop the War Coalition 
asked me for my opinion when the MAB first 
approached them. I said that despite my 
many - very serious - differences with them, 
I wanted them in. Despite what was said here 
today, you are not dealing with the Muslim 
Brotherhood when you are dealing with the 
MAB. You are dealing with a section of the 
muslim community here, in the UK. 

So the question for us is - do we want the 
muslim community to participate in initiatives 
like the STWC? The muslim community is 
far bigger than the small MAB network. 
There is always the possibility that it will 
become insignificant, that it will be left be¬ 
hind as the movement develops. 

The muslim community wants to be part 
of the wider political system. So when I was 
asked, I said I have reservations about the 
involvement of the MAB, but I want them 
to come in. 

The muslim community is a relatively very 
new community in this country. It takes time 
to adjust and understand the new circum¬ 
stances. As more and more of our people are 
going into higher education and mixing with 
others in this society, their reservations are 
being broken down, their ideas about this 
society are changing. 

Their ideas about their own community are 
also changing. We have our own set of dema¬ 
gogues. They advocate that the community 
keeps itself separate, that we should not mix. 
There is a debate within the muslim commu¬ 
nity over these sorts of questions. There is 
a feeling that perhaps in the 19th century iso¬ 
lationism was appropriate. If you didn’t 
agree with the way society was organised, 
then withdraw from it, go to the wilderness. 
But in the 21st century, we are a global vil¬ 
lage. It is simply not possible. 

The only way to make a space for your¬ 
self is through engagement, through argu¬ 
ment and debate. 

Your point about argument and debate 
is an important one. We want to engage 
critically with people and organisations 
that define themselves as muslim - 
obviously, not about the finer points of 
theology, but about politics . 

Yes, that’s important. For example, it is not 
only true that the MAB has roots with the 
Muslim Brotherhood. The Muslim Council 
of Britain has its own counterpart in Pakistan. 

We don’t agree with them on many things. 
But, all the same, since September 11 we have 
been organising ‘brainstorming’ session in 
the muslim community involving academics, 
writers and activists. And these sessions are 
open to everyone. There is now a growing 
determination in our community that isola¬ 
tion is not the answer. 

If the war goes ahead, perhaps with 
Iran next in line, is there a danger that 
this may be perceived as a war against 
islam, provoking a fundamentalist 
backlash from, say, muslim youth? 

It is possible, yes. But I do not consider this 
will be understood in any way as a war on 
islam. Clearly, this is a war about markets and 
resources. I have spoken to many muslims 
and told them we must be realistic. Just look 
at the record of the United States since World 
War II. If we were counting the number of 
people who have died as a result of Ameri- 


Dr Ghayasuddin Siddiqui is the leader of the Muslim 
Parliament of Great Britain. He talked to the Weekly Worker 



muslim - we have the chance to stop this war 
and to make a better world. 

You have said that the mosques ■ very 
important organising centres, not simply 
religious spaces, of course ■ tend to 
remain in the hands of older, more 
conservative forces. 

Yes, that’s still tme. The bulk of our people 
came from villages. So a man comes from a 
particular small village, he settles down in this 
country. He calls more or less the whole vil¬ 
lage here because there are employment op¬ 
portunities. Because he knew that in his 
village one of the most important institutions 
was a mosque, he converts a house into a 
mosque. And, to lead it, he brings someone 
from his own village - equally unaware of the 
things that are happening in this new soci¬ 
ety as himself. But this person becomes the 
imam. 

This is the pattern. So it is an unfortunate 
fact that illiterate people, divorced from the 
reality of the society that surrounds them, 
run most of our mosques. They see the cul¬ 
ture of their village as the culture of islam it¬ 
self. 

A couple of years ago, we had a campaign 
against forced marriages. We were the only 
people who stood up and said this is unac¬ 
ceptable. I received many calls from various 
imams. They asked me, ‘What are you try¬ 
ing to do? You are challenging the culture of 
islam! ’ I replied that, while it might have been 
accepted in their village, it was happening 
for different reasons - it was not islam. It has 
no religious sanction, or logical basis to it. 

Eventually, we managed to get 30 imams 
together for a meeting. They agreed to back 
the stance that this practice was wrong and 
that sex in any non-consensual marriage was 
rape. This is the way forward. The pace is 
slow, but there are real changes. 

There can be a trend in the British left - 
which is overwhelmingly white and from 
a formally 'Christian’ background ■ to be 
vevy hesitant about criticising the 
politics of muslim organisations. Do you 
feel that political criticism can smack of 
‘islamophobia’, or even 'racism’? 

I have no problem whatsoever with partners 
in the peace movement being critical of each 
other’s politics. We need to talk to each other 
frankly. If we are making a mistake, if our po¬ 
litical opinions are wrong, for heaven’s sake 
let us know! 

In this context, this movement is god-sent. 
We were a besieged, marginalised, criminal¬ 
ised community. It has given us the oppor¬ 
tunity to become part of wider society. To 
integrate in a democratic type of way. 

We can have a myriad of discussions and 
debates - that doesn’t worry us. My impres¬ 
sion is that this is what the younger genera¬ 
tion in particular feel - a change is definitely 
coming • 


Muslim leader Siddiqui: integrate in 
a democratic way 


l-1 

I Europe: meeting the challenge of continental unity 1 


can aggression, we will find more non-mus- 
lims have been killed than muslims. 

More than that, so many people in the 
world today are opposing this war and the 
vast majority of them are not muslims. They 
clearly see that it is all about American he¬ 
gemony, not a war on islam. Muslims have 
so many potential friends! So this is a great 
opportunity for us, both in this country and 
around the world. Together - muslim and non- 


in his new book of essays Jack Conrad argues against those 
who view the European Union and the single currency with 
trepidation. The unity of capitalist Europe is our 
opportunity to unite the working class into a single combat 
party - a Communist Party of the EU. An important step in 
that direction would be a European Socialist Alliance. 
pp!29, £5or€8 


Name. 


Address 


So many people in the world today 
are opposing this war and the vast 
majority of them are not muslims. 
They see that it is all about American 
hegemony, not a war on islam 


Town/city_ 

Postcode_ 

Phone_ 

Email_ 

Return to CPGB address (see page 2). Make cheques/ 
postal orders payable to ‘CPGB’ 


J 
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SOUTHERN AFRICA 


ANC moves further right 



W hose interests does the African 
National Congress serve? In the 
words of South African (and 
ANC) president Thabo Mbeki, 
“the question cannot be avoided for too 
long”, especially in light of its recently con¬ 
cluded 51st Congress. It is a simple and 
straightforward question, but one that most 
South Africans have avoided for far too long. 
It is time to ask, explicitly - whose interests 
does the ANC serve? 

The genesis of a related, but differentially 
aimed kind of question arose during the po¬ 
litical battles that were being waged between 
the ANC leadership and the so-called ‘ultra- 
left’ late last year. Obviously fed-up with the 
increasingly strident and confident leftwing 
critiques and public actions aimed at him and 
the party/govemment he heads, not to men¬ 
tion the embarrassment of being shown up 
publicly by left forces during the all-impor¬ 
tant World Summit for Sustainable Develop¬ 
ment, Mbeki, asked - “Whose interests do 
they [the ultra-left] serve?” Indeed, the ques¬ 
tion, and answer, had already been posed/ 
provided by an earlier ANC political educa¬ 
tion unit paper that claimed the ‘ultras’ were 
“waging a counterrevolutionary struggle 
against the ANC [by] siding with the bour¬ 
geoisie and its supporters ... to confront the 
ANC and our democratic government”. 

And so it was that Mbeki and the ANC 
leadership, like so many political zealots 
armed with a preordained understanding of 
who, and what, the real enemy of the ‘revolu¬ 
tion’ is, marched into the organisation’s 51st 
Congress. Using language more akin to that 
of a proto-fascist than the spokesperson of 
the ‘people’s party’, Smuts Ngonyama cap¬ 
tured the task at hand - “We will deal with 
any attempts and tendencies to hurt the ANC 
and each of its alliance partners ... we are in 
the process of cleansing each of the alliance 
partners of these tendencies”. Not surpris¬ 
ingly, the “cleansing” of such “tendencies” 
outside the alliance was already well ad¬ 
vanced. 

Once the congress got underway, it soon 
became clear, at the level of leadership, what 
was meant. Despite the opportunistic mea 
culpa politics of various leaders of the ANC’s 
supposedly ‘critical’ alliance partners (the 
Congress of South African Trade Unions and 
especially the South African Communist 
Party), alongside their behind-the-scenes ef¬ 
forts to ensure sizeable ‘left’ representation 
on the ANC national executive committee, the 
‘left’ was left out in the ANC political wilder¬ 
ness. The newly elected NEC is a who’s who 
of Mbeki acolytes, almost all of whom are 
members of an emergent black bourgeoisie 
far removed from the working class interests 
of those they claim to serve. There was no 
room for any genuine working class leaders, 
having all been thoroughly ‘cleansed’ over 
the last several years. 

As to the outcomes of the much-publicised 
political and ideological ‘debates’ at the con¬ 
gress, they only serve to further confirm the 
ANC’s abandonment of the interests of the 
majority of South Africans. For example, the 
answer as to who constitutes the main ‘mo¬ 
tive force’ of the ANC’s so-called ‘national 
democratic revolution’ is to be found not in 
pious rhetoric about the poor and working 
class, but in the ANC’s approach to overcom¬ 
ing one of the most fundamental obstacles 
to socio-economic justice and equality in 
South Africa: apartheid-capitalist property re¬ 
lations. 

The ANC congress’s answer that 
“deracialisation of ownership and control of 
wealth” is the key to addressing this obsta¬ 
cle fits in nicely with the building and con¬ 
solidation of an emergent black bourgeoisie 


‘cost-recovery’; and that effectively supports 
the systematic oppression of Zimbabwe’s 
people by rationalising it as “constructive 
engagement”? 

Try as it might - and it tried very hard at its 
51st Congress - the ANC can no longer as¬ 
sume the mantle of the political, organisational 
and ideological champion of the majority of 
working class and poor South Africans 
through proclamations and appearances. 
While it might continue to get some serious 
mileage from its (relatively) recent past as a 
liberation movement, the contemporary ab¬ 
sence of any major political competition and 
its ever-expanding network of patronage, the 
ANC will soon have to face up to its own 
objective and subjective realities. 

Those realities combine to show that the 
ANC is not, as it so proudly claims in its con¬ 
gress documents, a “disciplined force of the 
left organised to conduct consistent struggle 
in pursuit of the interests of the poor”. Rather, 
the ANC has become an organisation fully 
committed to serving the interests of an emer¬ 
gent domestic black bourgeoisie as well as 
both domestic and international corporate 
capital. 

The ANC can throw as many labels and 
construct all the nasty epitaphs it likes, aimed 
at those who are willing to face up to such 
realities, but this will not make them go away. 
The ANC has made its choices and now it 
must live with them • 


“Deracialisation of ownership and control of 
wealth” is the key to addressing this obstacle and 
fits in nicely with the building and consolidation 
of an emergent black bourgeoisie in South Africa 


Expelled member of the South African 
Communist Party Dale McKinley looks back at 
the December 16-21 congress of the mling party 


as the engine of change in the ‘new’ South 
Africa. Let’s be honest - it will not be the inter¬ 
ests of South Africa’s poor and working class 
that will be served by a process of 
‘deracialisation’ within the context of contin¬ 
ued capitalist property relations. After all, 
since when has any emergent bourgeoisie 
made common cause with the poor and work¬ 
ing class as a means towards committing class 
suicide? 

On the role of the state in effecting mean¬ 
ingful social and economic change within 
South African society, the congress provided 
further clarity as to the interests that the ANC 
seeks to truly serve. The core approach to the 
“restructuring of state assets” will remain one, 
as the relevant congress resolution so clearly 
states, of ensuring “the transfer of assets to 
the private sector”. No mention here of the 
specific interests of the poor and working 
class: simply a naive addendum that the ap¬ 
proach should “strengthen our developmen¬ 
tal agenda”. Ergo - when the “developmental 
agenda” itself is driven by a declassed 
‘deracialisation’ that predominantly empow¬ 
ers a new black bourgeoisie, it should not be 
difficult to figure out whose class interests will 
be served by the ANC’s approach to the “re¬ 
structuring of state assets”. 

Even the seemingly ideologically innocu¬ 
ous matter of a basic income grant, provided 
by the state, could not be endorsed by the 
congress after Mbeki made it clear in his presi¬ 
dential report that the ANC should not be 
party to giving “handouts to the poor”. How¬ 
ever, not a voice was raised during the con¬ 
gress when it came to the role of the state in 
continuing, and intensifying, the provision of 
public resource handouts, through fiscal and 
monetary policies inspired by Gear [the neo¬ 
liberal ‘Growth, employment and redistribu¬ 
tion’ programme - ed], to the emergent black 
bourgeoisie and corporate capital. Such re¬ 
verse Robin Hoodism is obviously central to 
the “developmental agenda” of the ANC. No 
doubt, the representatives of those classes 
who had dished out R140,000 (£10,000) to 
“develop and build relationships with the 
ANC” at the congress were well enough 
pleased. 

When it came to addressing other key 
components of the ANC’s stated program¬ 
matic commitments to serve the interests of 
the majority of South Africans (ie, the afford¬ 
able and efficient provision of basic needs 
and services, such as water, housing, health 
and education), all that could be mustered 
were vague promises and calls to “acceler¬ 
ate and strengthen” existing approaches. 
Seldom has there been a better example of 
vacuous political-speak than that contained 
in the resolution on basic services, which 
“urged the government to make a deliberate 
effort to accelerate the social transformation 
programme through visible and purposeful 
funding mechanisms aimed at meeting the 
basic needs of all people with a sense of ur¬ 
gency”. 

Given the fact that a record number of South 
Africans now find themselves in greater pov¬ 
erty, and ever increasing numbers are unable 
to afford and/or access such basic needs, 
despite the ANC’s populist claims to the con¬ 
trary, the ANC’s status quo ante approach 
only further institutionalises the inherited class 
divide and continued privileging of the inter¬ 


ests of the old, and new, elites. 

In his presidential report, Mbeki, in an ap¬ 
parent attempt to underlie the ANC’s claims 
to be acting in the interests of the downtrod¬ 
den, made an impassioned plea for the ANC 
to adopt a “new morality”, which he euphe¬ 
mistically captured by reference to an “RDP 
of the soul”. Since it has been clear for many 
years now that the RDP [the ANC’s 1994 so¬ 
cial democratic ‘Reconstruction and develop¬ 
ment programme’ - ed] resides in the same 
subterranean policy depths as the free lunch 
programme for poor schoolchildren, it is hard 
to imagine the real content of the morality to 
which Mbeki refers. 

Mbeki and the ANC need to be asked what 
kind of morality it is that encourages and cel¬ 
ebrates the enrichment of a few at the expense 
of the majority and defends such as a ‘right’; 
that effectively imposes a death sentence on 
the millions of poor with HIV-Aids, while call¬ 
ing for a “better life for all”; that facilitates the 
evictions of thousands of families from their 
homes in the middle of winter in the name of 


Thabo Mbeki: 
empowering a 
black bourgeois 
elite 
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Peter Tatchell struggles: hatred of 
Mugabe’s homophobia obscures 
bigger picture 


No to Blair’s boycott 


I t seems that New Labour has suddenly 
remembered that Zimbabwe is on imperi¬ 
alism’s list of ‘rogue states’ and that, in 
the build-up to an attack on Iraq, it would 
be useful to at least maintain an air of consist¬ 
ency in demonising those who, for their own 
reasons, adopt an anti-westem stance. After 
all, the name of Robert Mugabe might sud¬ 
denly move up imperialism’s list of priorities 
for ‘regime change’ candidates somewhere 
along the line. 

It was not until this month that the govern¬ 
ment, egged on by the Tories, whose only aim 
is to embarrass Blair somehow, urged the 
England and Wales Cricket Board (ECB) to 
withdraw from England’s match against Zim¬ 
babwe in Harare on February 13. This is one 
of five matches to be played either in Harare 
or Bulawayo as part of the cricket World Cup, 
the remaining 49 being held in South Africa. 
The draw for the competition was made in Oc¬ 
tober 2001, and the fixtures can be found in 
the 2002 Wisden Cricketers' Almanack, pub¬ 
lished last April. 

The reasons given for the proposed boy¬ 
cott are that Zimbabwe’s president - who also 
happens to be the honorary president of the 
country’s cricket association - would take 
succour and make political capital from such 
a prestigious event, at a time when his Zanu- 
PF regime ought to be consigned to the wil¬ 
derness by all right-thinking members of the 
‘international community’. Justification for 
this stance is claimed as a result of the un¬ 
doubted vote-rigging in last year’s presiden¬ 
tial elections, along with curbs on the 
opposition, the press and democratic rights 
in general - not to mention the wild allegations 
from some quarters involving nothing short 
of genocidal ethnic cleansing. And of course 
the seizing without compensation of white- 
owned farms is regarded as an unacceptable 
assault on bourgeois property rights. 

The Weekly Worker has been outspoken 
in its attacks on Mugabe’s regime. We have 
highlighted Zanu-PF’s corruption and its at¬ 
tacks on democracy, not least those aimed at 
workers and their organisations (an aspect 
which Mugabe’s imperialist detractors con¬ 
veniently choose to generally ignore). We 
have supported those in Zimbabwe - in par¬ 
ticular the comrades from the International 
Socialist Organisation - who have attempted 
to build a working class alternative to both 
Zanu-PF and the neoliberal-led Movement for 
Democratic Change. 

However, unlike Blair and co, we are con¬ 
sistent democrats. We do not pick and choose 
when it comes to which abuses of democracy 
we oppose. For example, Pakistan was until 
recently a military dictatorship. Unlike Zimba¬ 
bwe, parliament was closed and elections were 
delayed until the military had put in place suf¬ 
ficient ‘checks and balances’ to ensure the 


‘right’ result. Yet no calls for a sporting boy¬ 
cott were heard from New Labour, the Tories 
or anyone else in the establishment. Perhaps 
this is because the Musharaf regime in Paki¬ 
stan suddenly became a vital ally in the US- 
UK war on terrorism: ie, overthrowing the 
Taliban in Afghanistan. 

The ECB was, to use a cricketing analogy, 
put on the back foot by New Labour’s newly 
adopted position. Of course, there is no 
doubting the sympathy held by most of the 
cricket establishment for their evicted to¬ 
bacco-growing ‘kith and kin’ in Zimbabwe 
and their distaste for the likes of Mugabe. 
But, in the absence of government compen¬ 
sation, a withdrawal now would mean the 
loss of millions of pounds, including an an¬ 
ticipated £1 million fine, resulting from the 
failure to meet contractual obligations and 
the repercussions for future tours. And - 
horror of horrors - England’s hopes of reach¬ 
ing the next stage of the competition would 
be hit for six if they had to concede the match 
against Zimbabwe. 

So it was no surprise when a meeting of the 
ECB management board at Lords on January 
14 voted unanimously to reject the govern¬ 
ment’s advice and go ahead with the fixture. 
“No other body or company has been asked 
to take the decision we have,” whined ECB 
chief executive Tim Lamb. Almost 400 British 
companies do business in Zimbabwe and 
there are no calls for them to pull out, he went 
on - after all, cricket is itself just as much a busi¬ 
ness as it is a sport. 

The British government’s hypocritical call 
for a boycott of the match was made entirely 
in pursuit of its own ‘new world order’ objec¬ 
tives. Blair has shown that he has no thoughts 
for the workers and peasants of Zimbabwe: 
his first, last and only aim is to serve the inter¬ 
ests of British capital and the global system 
of exploitation. 


As communists, however much we oppose 
Mugabe’s unstable, corrupt and oppressive 
regime, we do not fall in behind ruling class 
campaigns to unseat him. We look to the Zim¬ 
babwe workers and peasants, in alliance with 
the international proletariat, to carry out that 
task. That is why we were not standing along¬ 
side those, such as Outrage and Peter Tatchell, 
who demonstrated outside Lords urging the 
ECB to accede to Blair’s wishes. Justified ha¬ 
tred for Mugabe’s homophobia has got in the 
way of the bigger picture and in this case 
played into the hands of the government. 

While the organisations of the working 
class should always be exceptionally wary of 
ever lending their support to imperialist-spon¬ 
sored campaigns, that does not mean we 
should reject the boycott tactic itself. For ex¬ 
ample, if in Zimbabwe there was a real move¬ 
ment from below - as opposed to the isolated 
calls from the pro-imperialist leadership of the 
MDC - mobilising against the playing of a 
cricket match in Harare, as part of a working 
class-led series of actions, then of course that 
would be something we would enthusiasti¬ 
cally support. 

However, the boycott tactic should be em¬ 
ployed only under certain specific circum¬ 
stances. In general we are in favour of the 
greatest possible international exchange, trade 
and other contacts, in that this lays the basis 
for our own, proletarian internationalism and 
the strengthening of working class unity 
across borders. So we do not back calls, made 
by some muddled sections of the left, to boy¬ 
cott US or Israeli-produced goods (why not 
British?) - even though the crimes of imperial¬ 
ism dwarf those of minnows like Mugabe. 

It is the task of the working masses of Zim¬ 
babwe, with the support of the international 
working class movement, to get rid of the rot¬ 
ten Zanu-PF regime • 

Mary Godwin 
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ALLIANCE FOR WORKERS’ LIBERTY _ 

Bourgeois revolution and 
Walter Mitty polemics - part 6 


M y penultimate article in this 
short series deals with the 
so-called ‘bourgeois demo¬ 
cratic’ revolution. Once 
again Sean Matgamna - the patriarch of 
the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty - clum¬ 
sily, perhaps cynically, categorises our 
approach as “formed” in, and “still” dis¬ 
playing, “patterns of Stalinist politics” (all 
quotes from comrade Matgamna unless 
otherwise stated are from his ‘Critical 
notes on the CPGB/WW’, www.cpgb. 
org.uk/awl/notes .html). 

He can, of course, faultlessly, almost 
miraculously, prove that contention in his 
surreal inner world. There he revels in the 
status of an intellectual titan. But, poor 
man, he is unable to deliver anything of 
substance in the harsh, unforgiving ex¬ 
ternal world. Comrade Matgamna might 
imagine himself as the modern-day Leon 
Trotsky. To the rest of us he resembles 
Walter Mitty. Only for unthinking devo¬ 
tees and the oafishly naive do comrade 
Matgamna’s polemics have any worth. 
Sad. 

Point by point, we have shown that, 
when it comes to the CPGB, comrade 
Matgamna’s polemics are a bumbling 
concoction of hyper-sensitive petulance, 
burlesque fabrication and in all probabil¬ 
ity self-deception. Yes, it is quite conceiv¬ 
able that comrade Matgamna is actually 
proud of the tedious, sloppy nonsense 
that he has written (significantly Cathy 
Nugent, editor of Solidarity , the AWL’s 
fortnightly paper, has not deigned to 
publish his ‘Critical notes’). 

This charge of Stalinism, semi-Stalin- 
ism, or ex-Stalinism has already been en¬ 
countered on a whole number of fronts - 
the Leeds debate, bureaucratic socialism 
and the USSR, Afghanistan, Ireland, 
Palestine, the Socialist Alliance and the 
United Kingdom’s constitutional monar¬ 
chy system. Far from being put on the 
defensive, as he presumably expected, 
we simply, almost effortlessly, turned the 
tables. Comrade Matgamna found him¬ 
self in the dock and we proceeded to 
show, beyond any reasonable doubt, 
that his polemics were either woefully 
misinformed or transparently dishonest. 
It is no different with the ‘bourgeois revo¬ 
lution’. 

Tme to form, comrade Matgamna be¬ 
gins badly. He traces back our commit¬ 
ment to extreme democracy not to Karl 
Marx and Fredrick Engels. Rather he con¬ 
siders that our programme - uncon¬ 
sciously - originates in the mid-1920s and, 
even more off-beam, the stageist theory 
of revolution. 

Here is what the patriarch writes: ‘ ‘I sus¬ 
pect that your strange vision of Britain ... 
can only be understood in terms of the 
old Stalinist dogmas about a two-stage 
revolution, even in advanced countries 
... and some background, or subcon¬ 
scious, notion that because the monar¬ 
chy and other pseudo-feudal relics have 
survived - through three and a half cen¬ 
turies of bourgeois mle! - the ‘bourgeois 
democratic revolution’ has yet to be com¬ 
pleted in Britain. This strange notion is 
less of an eccentric rarity than it should 
be. It was in circulation outside Stalinist 
ranks, amongst the New Left Review 
people, in the mid-60s. EP Thompson 
debated it with them, and they later 
shamefacedly admitted that Thompson 
had been right.” 

A slight problem. Ever since our exist¬ 
ence as a CPGB faction was openly an¬ 
nounced with the publication of The 
Leninist in November 1981, we have 
consistently argued against all such 
wrong-headed theories. Take a look at 
that programmatic warhorse Which 
wad? - the first version appeared in 1983. 


Nowhere in that book will the reader 
find the “old Stalinist dogma about two- 
stage revolution”. Except, that is, as an 
object of criticism. Hence, whereas the 
‘official communist’ British road to so¬ 
cialism programme envisaged a transi¬ 
tion to socialism by a series of left and 
ever lefter Labour governments and a 
smooth, almost imperceptible, transition 
to socialism (by which was meant the 
universal nationalisation of the means of 
production), we held out another pros¬ 
pect. 

British national conditions had to be 
fully taken into account, Labourism posi¬ 
tively overcome, democratic rights 
greatly extended, yes. But the general 
principles defended and applied were 
solidly based on Marxism and in particu¬ 
lar the resolutions of the first four con¬ 
gresses of the Third, Communist, 
International. Hence we argued for the 
“smashing of the bourgeois state” as the 
“central task before us today” and the 
transition from capitalism to communism 
“through workers’ councils or soviets” 
(J Conrad Which road? London 1991, 
p75). Put another way, the minimum pro¬ 
gramme culminates in the working class 
assuming state power. 

What goes for Britain goes for other 
capitalist countries - backward, medium 
and advanced. So, looking at the Chinese 
revolution in the 1920s, our faction had 
no problem in attacking the Stalin-Buk- 
harin two-stage theory. Though employ¬ 
ing the celebrated Leninist formulation 
of the ‘revolutionary democratic dictator¬ 
ship’ in order to provide an orthodox 
cover, the Stabilised Comintern actually 
wanted to promote the coming to power 
of the national bourgeoisie in China. 
Stripped of its rhetorical leftwing veneer, 
the so-called bloc of four classes always 
granted first place to the bourgeoisie. 
After the ‘bourgeois democratic’ revo¬ 
lution, after the bourgeoisie had come to 
power, so went the theory, after a whole, 
extended, period of capitalist develop¬ 
ment and the proletarianisation of the 
population, conditions would eventually 
ripen for socialism and the socialist revo¬ 
lution. But not before that. 

Suffice to say, this programme owed 
nothing except superficialities to Lenin¬ 
ism. It was in actual fact repackaged 
Menshevism. An unexceptional obser¬ 
vation made in the pages of The Leninist 
and then the Weekly Worker. 

Undoubtedly there will be many, 
quickly passing, ups, downs and turns 
between the outbreak of a revolutionary 
situation and the moment of revolution 
itself. Yet, as we stress, the struggle for 
extreme democracy, democracy with a 
definite social content, is in essence a 
process of growing dual power and work¬ 
ing class self-liberation. At no point do 
we expect, let alone fight for, an extended 
period of stable , or constitutionally in¬ 
stitutionalised, extreme democracy under 
the conditions of capitalism. 

Not surprisingly then, both myself 
and my close comrades, have gone to 
considerable lengths to expose the rot¬ 
ten theory of the uncompleted bour¬ 
geois revolution, as articulated by the 
likes of Perry Anderson and Tom Naim 
and peddled under their aegis by New 
Left Review. We have studied Edward 
Thompson’s excellent rejoinder, The 
poverty of theory, and in particular the 
work done by the Canadian leftwing 
historian, Ellen Meiksins Wood. She 
has, we should add, taken forward 
Thompson’s pioneering work with con¬ 
siderable success. Moreover, year after 
year, going back to the mid-1980s, we 
have held many Communist University 
sessions on this subject. Weekly semi¬ 


nars in London have also promoted 
long-term collective education around 
the books written by Meiksins Wood: 
eg, The pristine culture of capitalism 
and Democracy against capitalism. 

As a result, our Weekly Worker articles 
are infused with a fully theorised rejec¬ 
tion of the all too common notion that 
Britain’s bourgeois, or capitalist, revolu¬ 
tion is incomplete - an idea that has been 
used by the Blairites and their ‘leftist’ fel¬ 
low travellers to justify New Labour’s 
programme of so-called modernisation. 
Changes such as House of Lords reform, 
granting Wales an assembly and Scot¬ 
land a parliament, proportional represen¬ 
tation for European elections, executive 
mayors, etc, are said to represent a long 
overdue shedding of feudal residues and 
therefore steps towards completing the 
job supposedly begun by Cromwell in 
1642. 

I have explicitly and repeatedly reject 
all such notions - almost ad nauseum. 
Neither the House of Lords nor the mon¬ 
archy are feudal or semi-feudal leftovers. 
Like the House of Commons, the Welsh 
assembly and the Scottish parliament, 
they are thoroughly modem, made and 
constantly remade, and thoroughly capi¬ 
talist institutions. What of the historical 
paradigm of bourgeois democracy? The 
English revolution of 1642-49 was bour¬ 
geois only in the sense that it was in the 
last analysis led by, and put in power, the 
‘middling sort’: eg, capitalist farmers 
such as Cromwell himself. Their inten¬ 
tional aim was, however, not to introduce 
industrial capitalism, and certainly not de¬ 
mocracy. 

Industrial capitalism came about much 
later, and through contingency, not de¬ 
sign. As for democracy, to the extent that 
democratic advances were made, they 
came about against stiff resistance from 
Cromwell and the other grandees of the 
New Model Army. The source of democ¬ 
racy was not the bourgeoisie nor the 
development of capitalism. Democracy 
came from below, from the army rank and 
file, the urban poor, the small farmers and 
mral labourers. Not from above. As illus¬ 
trated by the famous Putney debates and 
the Ware soldiers’ parliament, democracy 
found its expression in John Lilbume and 
William Walwyn, the army’s elected agi¬ 
tators, the Leveller party and the ‘Agree¬ 
ment of the people’ - certainly not the 
“gentlemen”. 

The pattern displayed by the English 
revolution was repeated subsequently. 
In America 1776, France 1789, Germany 
1848, Russia 1905, etc, the bourgeoisie 
proved itself to be wary of, or downright 
hostile to, democracy. In every case the 
ongoing democratic impulse originates 
from below and makes progress against 
varying degrees of bourgeois opposi¬ 
tion. So we can say, with the admitted risk 
of oversimplification, that capitalism 
goes hand in hand with the forward 
march of democracy only to the extent 
that the working class is organised, po¬ 
litically conscious and pits itself against 
capitalism. 

That is why, I for one, find the term 
‘bourgeois democracy’ to be highly prob¬ 
lematic. Why I find ‘democracy under 
capitalism’ much more preferable. The 
former is often associated with the Whig- 
gish, liberal, version of history, whereby 
the bourgeoisie are pictured as brave 
fighters for liberty, fraternity and equal¬ 


ity and modem-day capitalism the pin¬ 
nacle of democracy. Neither is tme. 

Those who treat Marx’s words 
ahistorically and uncritically will conclude 
that once again Jack Conrad has devi¬ 
ated from Marxism. But Marxism is a sci¬ 
entific - ie, rational, testable, alterable and 
constantly enlarging - body of theory 
which is designed to further revolution¬ 
ary practice, not a lifeless, fixed dogma. 

It is undoubtedly the case that in the 
Communist manifesto and elsewhere the 
Marx-Engels partnership wrote of the 
1789 French revolution in terms of the 
epochal rise of the bourgeoisie, which 
marked the triumph of industrial capital¬ 
ism and capitalist social relations. The 
revolution is credited for having swept 
away feudalism, introducing political 
democracy (which also benefited the 
working class) and ensuring the unre¬ 
stricted growth of an already developed 
capitalism. This created the potential for 
further working class progress and the 
possibility of socialism. 

Hence between the years 1843 and 
1848 Marx hoped to see a revolution in 
Germany which broadly conformed to his 
imagined bourgeois revolution in France. 
Naturally the bourgeoisie would lead the 
bourgeois revolution - and with the help 
of the working class and the other popu¬ 
lar strata a democracy, with the full pano¬ 
ply of rights and liberties, duly emerges 
from the womb of feudalism. Of course, 
the bourgeoisie could, unlike their 
French brothers, recoil from the revolu¬ 
tion and seek an accommodation with the 
autocracy. In those, latter, circumstances, 
the results might be very different. 

Hal Draper, in particular, has examined 
in detail the programmatic development 
undertaken by the Marx-Engels partner¬ 
ship under the testing conditions of the 
German revolution of 1848 and its imme¬ 
diate aftermath. The obvious problem 
they confronted was that the bourgeoi¬ 
sie did not act as the vanguard of the 
revolution and democracy. On the con¬ 
trary this class and its grey, uninspired 
and servile representatives in the Frank¬ 
furt assembly strove might and main to 
keep the revolution within safe, consti¬ 
tutional limits and hold back the revolu¬ 
tionary energy of the common people. By 
1850 Marx-Engels realised that the bour¬ 
geoisie in Germany could not be pushed 
into making revolution and that what was 
needed therefore was a strategy of per¬ 
manent revolution, whereby the working 
class, in alliance with the peasantry, takes 
the revolution progressively forward, in 
step with its own numerical strength and 
combativity, all the way to the tasks of 
socialism. 

Despite this innovation made by Marx 
and Engels they continued to comment 
on the modem past in terms that con¬ 
formed with the standard notion of the 
bourgeois revolution - the bourgeoisie 
battles it out with the forces of feudalism 
in the shape of the aristocracy and mon¬ 
archy. Having established themselves in 
power, the bourgeoisie encourage the 
flowering of democracy - helped along 
by working class pressure. After 1848 all 
that was said to have changed is that the 
bourgeoisie had grown cowardly and 
fearful of the working class and thus rec¬ 
onciled to absolutism. Nevertheless the 
basic model of France remained and be¬ 
came a given for leftwing historians and 
Marxist leaders alike - unfortunately nei¬ 


ther Marx nor Engels conducted a proper 
historical materialist investigation into its 
class forces and social realities. 

Hence the ‘bourgeois democratic 
revolution’ theory trotted out by both the 
Mensheviks and Bolsheviks in Russia 
(their operative conclusions were, of 
course, radically different). The bour¬ 
geois is equated with capitalism and pro- 
jected backwards to the medieval 
burghers of town and city. Monarchy 
and absolutism is in a similar muddled 
fashion equated with feudalism. 
Whereas the Mensheviks narrow¬ 
mindedly insisted upon bourgeois lead¬ 
ership of what they called the bourgeois 
revolution, Lenin and his comrades put 
forward a strategy not dissimilar to the 
one advocated by Marx-Engels in 1850. 
The bourgeoisie could not lead the bour¬ 
geois revolution against feudal tsarism. 
This gave the working class - in alliance 
with the peasantry - the opportunity of 
taking the lead and in due course, accord¬ 
ing to the balance of forces nationally 
and internationally, taking the revolution 
uninterruptedly towards the maximum 
programme and socialism. 

However, as shown by Meiksins 
Wood and others, the French Revolution 
did not overthrow feudalism. Nor was it 
led by capitalists - nor did it aim to intro¬ 
duce capitalism for that matter. The 
French monarchy and aristocracy funda¬ 
mentally based their power to extract 
surplus labour from the immediate pro¬ 
ducers on the strong central state, not 
feudal fief and vassalage. The bourgeois 
who led the French Revolution - Marat, 
Danton, Robespierre - were not capital¬ 
ists, but typically lawyers, journalists and 
minor office-holders. They wanted to 
end the monopoly the aristocracy had 
over top state positions, not usher in capi¬ 
talist social relations. 

George Comninel - a former pupil of 
Meiksins Wood - argues that Marx and 
Engels inherited, and did so in an “un¬ 
critical manner”, the dominant Whig, or 
liberal, version of the French Revolution 
(G Comninel Rethinking the French 
Revolution London 1987, p56). That is 
why their account is so often factually 
mistaken and theoretically contradictory. 
In the name of historical materialism 
Comninel demands a Marxist confronta¬ 
tion with liberal history, just as Marx con¬ 
fronted liberal political economy in 
Capital. 

Admittedly I am no expert on the 
French Revolution; nor for that matter 
an expert when it comes to other such 
chapters of history. But I have studied 
hard and done my best to seriously 
think. And on the basis of weighing up 
the various pros and cons it seems to 
me that a number of the key historical 
categories used by Marx, Engels, Lenin 
and other Marxists - when it comes to 
the ‘bourgeois revolution’ and ‘bour¬ 
geois democracy’ - were fundamentally 
incorrect. 

That said, whether I am right or wrong 
here, it strikes me as bizarre, to say the 
least, that comrade Matgamna can even 
vaguely suspect - all the while, of course, 
citing the necessity of “concrete analy¬ 
sis” - that our “strange vision of Britain”, 
in which the working class takes the lead 
in the battle for democracy, “can only be 
understood” in terms of the Menshevik 
two-stage revolution and the Nairn- 
Anderson thesis of completing the 
“bourgeois democratic revolution”. 

How to explain it? As far as I can 
fathom him and the pap he calls polemic, 
I am forced to conclude that either the 
patriarch is staggeringly dishonest or 
monumentally stupid • 

Jack Conrad 


It is quite conceivable that 
comrade Matgamna is proud of the 
sloppy nonsense he has written 
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POLICE 

Licensed to kill 



I was one of only a smattering of white 
faces amongst the 200 family members, 
friends and supporters of those who have 
met their deaths in police custody who 
gathered outside Tottenham police station on 
the evening of Saturday January 11 to mark 
the fourth anniversary of the killing of Roger 
Sylvester, a 30-year-old black man. Roger sus¬ 
tained multiple injuries, dying after seven days 
on a life support machine, having been “re¬ 
strained” on his doorstep by eight Tottenham 
police officers on January 11 1999. 

Exactly how or by whom he was killed is 
still hidden from view, and the unprecedented 
delay in holding the inquest reeks of cover- 
up. Deputy coroner Dr Susan Hungerford, 
who organised a pre-inquest hearing in Janu¬ 
ary 2002, had her appointment suddenly re¬ 
voked in July by coroner Dr Chan, who then 
resigned his own post in August. The inquest 
date, set for October 14, was then cancelled. 
Roger’s union, Unison, has offered financial 
assistance for the inquest, but no new date 
has been set. 

The advertised “candlelit vigil” had 
seemed to imply a quiet, meek, memorial gath¬ 
ering, especially as the showing, afterwards, 
of the film Injustice (directors: Ken Fero and 
Tariq Mehmood) was to be in the High Cross 
United Reformed Church, with a memorial 
service next day in the Finsbury Park Meth¬ 
odist Church. Candles there were, but there 
was nothing meek about this angry demon¬ 
stration, organised by the Roger Sylvester 
Justice Campaign (rsjc.org.uk), the United 
Family and Friends Campaign and the 
Churches Commission for Racial Justice. A 
barrage of militant slogans sounded along 
Tottenham High Road from beginning to end: 
“Officer one - murderer! Officer two - mur¬ 
derer!” and so on, up to eight. “They say, stand 
back. We say, fight back!” “No justice - No 
peace!”, etc. 

The 98-minute certificate 15 film by Migrant 
Media is a brilliant piece of agitational expo¬ 
sure of the fact that the UK police are, as Joy 
Gardner’s campaigning mother Myma Simp¬ 
son put it, “licensed to kill”. Boldly accusing 
named police officers where the evidence is 
already clear, the film demands prosecutions. 
It tells of the lives and deaths of people like 
Brian Douglas, Joy Gardner, Shiji Fapite, 
Ibraham Sey and Roger Sylvester, and docu¬ 
ments five years of stmggle by their families 
and friends for information, tmth and justice. 
In the three decades since two police officers 
were found guilty of ki llin g David Oluwale in 
1969 there have been over 1,000 deaths in 
police custody, prisons and mental institu¬ 
tions, without a single conviction. The cam¬ 
paign’s demand is that police officers must be 
subject to the same laws as the rest of us. 

When the film was launched in April 2001, 
the Police Federation and lawyers for some 
of the named police officers obstructed its 
screening by threatening cinemas with expen¬ 
sive libel actions. At the third screening, when 
the management of Fondon’s Conway Hall 
tried to submit to such harassment, the audi¬ 
ence seized the hall and projecting equipment 
and showed the film on their own responsi¬ 
bility. Now the campaigners say they would 
welcome a libel action, as this would give them 
the opportunity they seek to test their accu¬ 
sations in court. But legal action is expensive, 
and it is estimated that taking a private action 
against just one of the accused police offic¬ 
ers might cost over £250,000. So the Friends 
and Families Campaign is collecting. 

Family members on the question and an¬ 
swer panel after the film emphasised - in re¬ 
sponse to some comments from the floor - that 
the stmggle for justice included whites, and 
that there have been many white deaths in 
police custody. The problem was not simply 
racism, nor abuse of powers by certain police 
officers, but extended into the highest insti¬ 
tutions of the state. The families had been con¬ 
sistently treated as enemies. The police, with 
the ready assistance of the press, routinely 
vilified the individuals they had murdered. 
Even when an inquest jury gave a verdict of 
unlawful killing, as with Brian Douglas, the 
Crown Prosecution Service would not pros¬ 


Dangerous force 


ecute. Then there was the tragicomic scene 
of the so-called Police Complaints Authority 
1998 conference on deaths in police custody, 
where the families of the deceased were de¬ 
nied entry, and had to fight their way in. Fa- 
bour in opposition had sought out the Friends 
and Families Campaign, but in government 
had made itself part of the problem - Jack Straw 
talking vaguely about changes he might make 
in three years time. 

A number of floor speakers noted how the 
campaigns had been ignored when they were 
peaceful and gained media attention when 
they had been violent. Some called for civil 
disobedience, others for overturning “the 
whole system”. One woman, on a different 
tack, wanted race awareness training for the 
police. Short shrift was given to Pastor Nimms 


of the Haringey Peace Alliance, who said he, 
or some other ‘community representative’, 
ought to be able to interview and influence 
the appointment of every police recmit in the 
borough. “The system is working against us, 
so we must infiltrate the system” was his un¬ 
popular message. The key question was cor¬ 
rectly put, I think, by the chair of the 
discussion, the Reverend Arlington: the stmg¬ 
gle must reach out to involve the mass of the 
population. We may well obtain some pros¬ 
ecutions. But injustice and oppression are 
endemic to capitalism, a society based on ex¬ 
ploitation. 

Information on Injustice, including screen¬ 
ings and how to purchase the VHS video, is 
available on the web at www.injustice 
fi1m .co.uk • 

Stan Keable 


Screenings of Injustice 

Followed by question and answer discussion with families and film-maker. 

Saturday January 18, 8pm, 25 White Post Fane, Fondon E9, followed by benefit for 
United Families and Friends Campaign, featuring 57th Dynasty, Headjam, The Inner 
Terrestrials. Special guest performance by Aricka Douglas; 07770432439 or07729 799586. 
Sunday January 19, 1.30pm, Birbeck College, Malet Street, Fondon WC1, as part of the 
Fondon Socialist Film Coop film season; 020 7278 5764. 

Wednesday January 22, 6pm, Arts Fecture Theatre Al, University of Sussex Falmer, 
Brighton BN19RH;Zaki 07814 763696 or Benjamin 07941745815. 

Sunday February 9, 6pm, 21 South Street Arts Centre, 21 South Street, Reading RG1; 
0118 9595115 or07771976787. 



Resolving to pay 


The fight to reach our increased monthly 
target of £500 got a much needed boost 
this week with a couple of regular pledges 
in the shape of two new standing orders. 

HK writes: “I kept meaning to send you 
a cheque but I kept forgetting last year. My 
new year resolution is to remember the 
Weekly Worker .” And to make sure he 
sticks to it, the standing order form on the 
back of his renewed subscription is duly 
completed - and for a very useful sum of 
£20 per month. 

Then there is FT whose standing order 
is for a monthly £10 - which means that 
these two comrades between them have 
already accounted for more than half of the 
extra £50 we need to raise. Thanks this 
week also go to PU (a one-off £20), to¬ 


gether with a number of smaller donations 
from comrades GT, FN, BC, PO andDS. Our 
January total stands at £237. 

While these donations are all gratefully 
received, once again I have all those 
anonymous web readers of the Weekly 
Worker in my sights. Fast week 8,059 
logged on - and then for the most part 
logged off without entering comments at 
the end of any of the articles they read. 

Comrades, let us know what you think 
and who you are. Even better, why not put 
your money where your mouse is? • 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, or 
send cheques, payable to Weekly 
Worker 


What we 
fight for 

■Our central aim is the organisation of all communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists and politically advanced workers into a 
Communist Party. Without such a party the working class is 
nothing; with it everything. 

■The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many leftwing 'parties’, but in 
reality most are mere confessional sects. Those who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through the fullest, most open debate we 
seek to achieve unity in action and a common world out¬ 
look. As long as they support democratically agreed actions, 
members have the right to form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

Communists are committed to building the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance in England and Wales and the Scottish Socialist Party 
into a single revolutionary party. Communists advocate the 
principle, 'One state, one party’. We oppose every manifest 
tation of sectionalism. 

Communists are internationalists. It is an internationalist 
duty to fight for revolution against the existing state. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state, then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions, a Socialist Alliance of 
the EU and a Communist Party of the EU. 

■The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with pol¬ 
lution, exploitation, crisis and war. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist 'socialism’ are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

Socialism can never come through parliament. The capi¬ 
talist class will never willingly allow their wealth and power 
to be taken away through a parliamentary vote. They will 
resist, using every means at their disposal. Communists fa¬ 
vour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales, a federal Ireland and a United States of 
Europe. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victovy in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither exploitation of 
person by person, nor wars, classes, countries or nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning of 
human histovy. 

■All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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There are 
deep division 
within Blair’s 
party 


Due for a victory 


At the end of the Stop the War Coalition 
conference, Mark Fischer spoke to Tony 
Benn and Jeremy Corbyn about the 
situation in the Labour Party 


M ark Fischer: Many who 
spoke today emphasised 
Blair’s isolation in his party 
over the question of the war. 
If it starts, what effect will it have on La¬ 
bour? 

Tony Benn: It is not so much a question 
of asking what effect it will have: more 
of what it should have. 

If Mr Blair goes to war, he will leave the 
Labour Party. He will make the final split 
between New Labour and the Labour 
Party. The Labour Party is a working class 
organisation, with trade union affiliates 
and socialists in it. It has never been a 
socialist party, but there have always 
been socialists in it - just as there are some 
Christians in the churches. That’s an ex¬ 
act parallel. 

If that happens, what the Labour Party 
has to do is reclaim itself. The situation 
we have now is bad. There are too many 
socialist parties and not enough social¬ 
ists. There’s the CPGB, the Socialist 
Workers Party, the Socialist Party, the 
Socialist Alliance, the Scottish Socialist 
Party, the Socialist Labour Party - too 
many of them! What we need is unity in 
a political movement, in the same way that 
we have unity in the industrial move¬ 
ment. 

That’s why I’m a Labour man - we 
have the trade union link and some so¬ 
cialists in the party. 

Mark Fischer: Agreed, the war will have 
important effects on Labour. But one 
speaker here today suggested that Blair 
was totally isolated at cabinet level - is 
this accurate? 

Jeremy Corbyn: I would say so, yes. 
There is a general recognition that Blair 
is in an untenable position. He is too close 
to Bush. The public mood is against the 
war: people see that it’s a war for oil and 
George Bush’s neck and they want none 
of it. 

The prime minister has got himself into 
a position where he thinks that somehow 
by being close to Bush he has influence 
over him. The opposite is the case. In 
order to maintain the pretence of influ¬ 
ence over the president, Blair will sign up 
for National Missile Defence, for in¬ 
stance. I think the price of his ‘influence’ 
will be that we get American nuclear 
weapons back in this country. 

Mark Fischer: So would you say that 
there is a resurgence of the left in the 
party? 

Jeremy Corbyn: The ‘After New La¬ 
bour’ conferences that we have organ¬ 
ised around the country have been very 
large, very confident, very successful. 
The Socialist Campaign Group of MPs 
is also working very closely with the 
RMT, with the post office workers, with 
local authority workers and - crucially - 
with the firefighters. So the resurgence 
of active trade unionism is mirrored by a 


resurgence of left activity in the parlia¬ 
mentary Labour Party. 

I think ordinary members of the Labour 
Party are very confused. They were de¬ 
lighted to win the election in 1997, but 
now they are very angry about the war. 
They are very angry about privatisation, 
about the economic philosophy that is 
being pushed by New Labour. The ma¬ 
jority of them have stayed in the party, 
particularly the left, in order to maintain 
the link with the unions and to continue 
the battle for socialist ideas. 

Tony Benn: Of course, Downing Street’s 
view is that leftwing militants have some¬ 
how ‘taken over’ these unions. The un¬ 
ions are actually made up of ordinary 
people who have chosen leftwing lead¬ 
ers. Opinions have shifted. For the first 
time in my life, the public is to the left of 
what is called a Labour government. 
Blair’s only strength is his opinion poll 
ratings. Once they drop, the Blairites will 
disappear like snow in spring. 

He is only supported because he tells 
people - ‘I’m the only man who can win’. 
When it becomes obvious that he can’t 
win, he’ll be dropped very quickly. 
Mark Fischer: But history does tell us 
that opposition to war can also disappear 
like snow in spring. Look at the prelude 
to World War I. Then you had Labour 
and the TUC opposing the coming con¬ 
flict, you had the world movement in the 
shape of the Second International com¬ 
mitted to making a revolution if war broke 
out. It didn’t happen, though. 

Tony Benn: Let me answer that. Kier 
Hardy stood against the war, so did 
Ramsey MacDonald - and he was prime 
minister 10 years later. They opposed the 
war. So don’t be too pessimistic. 

Wars do lots of things. Of course they 
bring terrible suffering, but they also 
mobilise opinion to an extraordinary ex¬ 
tent. The welfare state and the reforming 
Labour government of 1945 were prod¬ 
ucts of war. People resolved that they 
were never going back to unemployment, 
the means test, appeasement - they 
wanted a new Britain. 

Jeremy Corbyn: Don’t underestimate 
the education that masses of people 
have had in the past 18 months - young 
people in particular. They recognise 
there is no stability with injustice, there 
is no stability while there are rich and 
poor, while nuclear missiles and other 
weapons of mass destruction are held by 
the west. 

Tony Benn: Not only that: if your pen¬ 
sion is crap, where’s the money going? - 
to the war! If your student fees are raised, 
where’s the money going? - to the war! 
If you hospital is privatised, where’s the 
money going? - to subsidise private 
healthcare! 

I know optimism can be dismissed as 
being foolish, but optimism and hope are 



Tony Benn and Jeremy Corbyn: optimism 


actually the fuels of progress. So don’t 
be pessimistic. Look, Ramsey MacDon¬ 
ald reduced the Labour Party to 50 MPs 
- 14 years later, there was a landslide for 
the party. 

Mark Fischer: I’ve been in the Commu¬ 
nist Party for over 20 years -1’m definitely 
an optimist. 

Tony Benn: God, you’d have to be ... 
Mark Fischer: The 100 Labour back¬ 
benchers that are reported to be against 
the war - are they a solid group? Could 
they withstand the pressure of war itself 
breaking out? Have they crossed the 
Rubicon in their attitude to the govern¬ 
ment? 

Jeremy Corbyn: Some have. Others 
have the rather curious attitude that if 
the UN sanctions it then the war would 
be basically alright. But then that is an 
untenable position - the UN charter spe¬ 
cifically rules out a war for a regime 
change. 

We have a meeting of the parliamen¬ 
tary Labour Party this coming Wednes¬ 


day that Tony Blair is going to address. 
Interestingly, he has recently addressed 
more meetings of the PLP than I can ever 
remember - we’ve got a pep talk from him 
every week at the moment. But I’m hear¬ 
ing Labour MPs - some quite New La¬ 
bour in their way - that are saying, ‘The 
public won’t wear it, the public don’t 
want the war’. 

So, as Tony was saying, it’s public 
opinion in this country that has actually 
moved ahead of the parliamentary La¬ 
bour Party. That’s what my postbag is 
telling me. Opposition in parliament is 
very much a reflection of the mood be¬ 
low, in wider society. The media are to¬ 
tally oblivious of this. 

Tony Benn: That’s right. Peter Kellner 
wrote that on the massive September 28 
demonstration last year what we saw 
was 400,000 ‘ Trotskyites” having a day 
out! Now, if that was tme I suggest the 
establishment should be rather worried. 
Have there ever been that many Trotsky- 
ites, even in Petrograd in 1917? 


Mark Fischer: Lastly, a word on to¬ 
day’s conference? 

Jeremy Corbyn: For me it was a sur¬ 
real day -1 was at a conference in Paris 
this morning on the same question. It 
was a very serious, very intense meet¬ 
ing. Then coming into this hall, I sensed 
a fantastic buzz. Here were people of a 
huge range of political opinions. There 
was scope in that hall to have the most 
massive disagreements about a whole 
range of questions. But instead the 
message was, ‘We’re united: we’re go¬ 
ing to stop this war’. That’s very inspir¬ 
ing. 

Tony Benn: I am very optimistic. Like 
everything, it will be a hell of a stmggle. 
Remember, every stmggle - win or lose - 
helps build a movement that takes you 
on to the next fight. The old communist 
Willie Gallagher said that the working 
class goes from defeat to defeat, to de¬ 
feat, to defeat... to final victory. 

I think we must almost be due for that 
victory by now • 
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